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ABSTRACT
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AND SUBSEQUENT ALUMNI ENGAGEMENT
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Carrie A. Kortegast, Director
With the increase in challenges facing higher education in regards to balancing budgets

while responding to decreasing enrollments, increasing tuitions, and decreasing external
support, it is now, more than ever, important to increase alumni engagement. This
correlational study uses Social Identity Theory to examine the relationship between undergraduate
student involvement and subsequent alumni engagement at a small, private institution. Specifically,
this study examines the factors that influence alumni monetary and alumni non-monetary engagement
amongst alumni that graduated between 2005 and 2014.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Engaged alumni can provide a number of different benefits for the college or
university, including financial support, prospective student referrals, or non-monetary support
of current students (e.g., internships, mentoring opportunities, or job placement assistance).
These benefits can aid in advancing the mission and priorities of the institution. Alumni
engagement can have an effect on the university through advancement in rankings,
contributing to a stronger enrollment, or increasing the student experience (Moore, 2008).
There is no industry-wide definition of alumni engagement (Radcliffe, 2011). The term is
often used to describe attitudes of alumni or behaviors, such as giving, attending events, or
volunteering but varies from institution to institution. Radcliffe (2011) states “alumni
engagement is used to describe quantifiable behaviors which demonstrate connection to the
university” (p. 26). Maintaining engagement with their alma mater also provides benefits to
the alumnus/a and the institution. The personal benefits of alumni engagement include
continued professional development and a vehicle to support the institution financially (Mael
& Ashforth, 1992). Understanding the institution’s benefits of alumni engagement introduces
the opportunity to investigate the relationship between already existing alumni non-monetary
engagements (event attendance, communications, and volunteerism) and alumni monetary
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engagement due to the potential relationship between these engagements. This research study
explores those relationships.
The purpose of this research is to examine the relationship between undergraduate
student involvement and subsequent alumni engagement. To achieve this purpose, the study
is separated into three research topics. The first topic examines the relationship between
student involvement and subsequent alumni monetary and non-monetary engagement. The
second topic examines the relationship between alumni non-monetary engagement and alumni
monetary engagement. The third topic of the study examines the relationship between certain
demographic and academic characteristics and alumni monetary and non-monetary
engagement. This research uses a quantitative case study to address these topics. Together,
these three parts help to inform the relationship between student involvement and subsequent
alumni engagement. This chapter will provide an introduction and overview of the proposed
research study.

Alumni Associations and Engagement

Despite the lack of a clear history of alumni associations, it is believed that the first
recorded list of alumni was created for Yale University in 1972. The list, believed to be
developed by Reverend Timothy Mather Cooley contained bibliographies of the alumni
population (Council for Advancement and Support of Education [CASE], n.d.). The
development of this list spurred additional institutions, including Williams College, to
develop a similar list (CASE, n.d.). These lists can be considered the earliest formal alumni
organizations.
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The history of alumni engagement is somewhat more studied. While no formal
definition of alumni engagement currently exists, most colleges and universities have
considered engagement to include alumni giving, event attendance, communications
involvement, or volunteer behaviors (Grill, 1988; Weerts & Ronca, 2007a). These
engagement vehicles, which will be further defined later in this chapter, provide opportunities
for alumni to maintain a level of connection with their alma mater. The chosen engagement
vehicle can have various effects on the institution, including fundraising success, recruitment
assistance, or mentorship opportunities, to name just a few (Weerts & Ronca, 2007a). The
earliest recorded gifts for colleges and universities can be traced to religious institutions.
These gifts, often first given by religious orders, were used to develop religiously affiliated
institutions (Drezner, 2011b).
With decreasing enrollments, increasing tuition, and decreasing funding from external
organizations (e.g., state, county, corporations; Barr & McClellan, 2011; Kretovics, 2011),
higher education institutions have been challenged to balance operational budgets with the
need for greater student aid. This challenge means that, in order for colleges and universities
to continue to provide appropriate educational experiences and resources for their students,
funding must be balanced with contributions from additional external sources, specifically
alumni from the institution (Barr & McClellan, 2011; Kretovics, 2011).
With the decline in funding and the need for an increase in alumni gifts, understanding
the behaviors that drive alumni giving is necessary for institutions (Taylor & Martin, 1995).
Sun, Hoffman, and Grady (2007) indicated that alumni associations failed to use available
data on alumni behaviors and predictors of alumni giving to the fullest extent. One way to
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improve engagement is through the effective use of alumni data. The existence of maintained
information (academic history, contact information, etc.) at the institutions examined by Sun
et al. (2007) did not correlate with the manner or extent of data usage to support the increase.
Using these data effectively can allow professionals to strategically plan and implement
programs targeting alumni affinity. Additionally, little research has been carried out to
determine the relationship between student involvement and alumni monetary and nonmonetary engagement. Most studies attempt to correlate alumni giving to student involvement
and satisfaction with academic opportunities.

Theoretical Framework

Although there are several approaches to studying alumni monetary and non-monetary
engagement, the framework that most aligns with this research is social identity theory (Tajfel
& Turner, 1985). This theory states “the self-concept is comprised of a personal identity,
encompassing idiosyncratic characteristics such as the abilities and interests, and a social
identity, encompassing salient group classifications” (Tajfel & Turner, 1985, p. 8). Mael and
Ashforth (1992) extended social identity theory to organizations involving alumni. Three
significant indicators determine alumni engagement: organizational prestige, satisfaction as a
student, and the impact that the involvement will have on the institutions (Mael & Ashforth,
1992). Within social identity theory, alumni would place value to their level of identification,
determine their level of satisfaction, and assess the impact that their involvement will have on
the college or university. As applied to the present study, this theory helps better to
understand the relationship between undergraduate student involvement and subsequent
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alumni engagement. Alumni develop affinity for their alma mater based on experiences that
began as students. This affinity is then strengthened and maintained based on experiences and
engagement as an alumnus or alumna. The result is high levels of engagement, including
communications, event attendance, volunteerism, and giving.

Research Methods

The study examined the relationship between undergraduate student involvement and
subsequent alumni monetary and alumni non-monetary engagement with their alma mater at a
private institution. Through this analysis, a clear understanding of the existing (or nonexisting) relationship between student involvement and various alumni monetary and nonmonetary engagement behaviors was identified. The researcher will answer the following
research questions:
1) What is the relationship between student involvement and subsequent alumni
engagement?
2) What is the relationship between distance from campus and alumni engagement?
3) What is the relationship between graduation recency and alumni engagement?
4) What is the relationship between gender and alumni engagement?
5) What is the relationship between race/ethnicity and alumni engagement?
6) What is the relationship between academic program and alumni engagement?
7) What is the relationship between alumni non-monetary and alumni monetary
engagement?
To answer these questions, I used institutional data that exist in databases for
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higher education institutions. Institutional data are existing data from prior surveys or
organizational information collection. These data included student involvement and alumni
engagement behavior data. These data already exist but are not utilized to their fullest
potential.
The behaviors were coded with the values outlined in Appendix A and Appendix B. I
developed the tool being used in this study with a colleague in 2013 to measure alumni
engagement in an effective manner. This tool has been tested through a pilot study by the
researcher which was conducted using institutional data from a separate institution. The
results of the pilot study provide validation evidence for use in this study. The development
of the tool is described further in Chapter 3. This study used regression analysis to examine
the relationship between undergraduate student involvement and subsequent alumni
engagement. The study focuses on a small private institution with data collected for graduates
between the years of 2005 and 2014. To mitigate influence from additional undetermined
variables, only alumni currently under the age of 33 years was be utilized, consistent with the
definition of young alumni, as described later in this chapter.

Significance of Study

This study is significant because of the challenges facing higher education in regards
to balancing budgets while responding to decreasing enrollments, increasing tuitions, and
decreasing external support. To supplement this imbalance, colleges and universities are
being challenged now more than ever to find additional revenue streams to support student
scholarships and operational budgets. The most pivotal of these revenue streams is external
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support from alumni populations (Taylor & Martin, 1995). Being able to identify a
relationship between student involvement and alumni monetary and non-monetary
engagement will provide the opportunity to develop programs and initiatives for students to
enhance the student experience with involvement opportunities and to develop non-monetary
engagement strategies to harvest affinity from the undergraduate experience.
The current lack of young alumni monetary engagement comes at a time when more
students are attending college, yielding higher numbers of young alumni each year
(Kelderman, 2012). Public four year colleges have expressed a commitment to increasing the
number of college graduates by 3.8 million by 2025 (Kelderman, 2012). To do this, those
involved have planned to increase the number of undergraduate scholarship awards received
each year by 600,000 bringing the total graduates from approximately 1 million, to 1.6 million
per year (Kelderman, 2012). This will produce higher numbers of young alumni each year,
which, if not properly engaged, may lose connection with their alma mater. This is in
addition to the decrease in participation amongst younger alumni. According to Willemain,
Goyal, Van Deven, and Thukral (1994), “Younger classes show less enthusiasm than older
classes, as measured by both gift size and participation effects. As these classes come to
replace their successors, there may well be a problem” (p. 627).” There will be greater
numbers of alumni to engage as colleges and universities graduate more alumni. Failure to
effectively engage these alumni, even in non-monetary strategies, will make monetary
engagement more difficult and alumni gifts more scarce in the future.
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Definitions

The following definitions will be used throughout this study when discussing alumni,
traditional undergraduate young alumni, student involvement, and alumni engagement.
Alumni. Alumni are those individuals who graduated with an undergraduate degree
from the participating institution. Only alumni who received an undergraduate degree from
the institution between May 2005 and May 2014 were considered for this study. Alumni must
have received their degree at least one year prior to the study to be included in the study. This
helped to ensure that alumni have had an opportunity to demonstrate engagement with their
alma mater.
Traditional, Undergraduate, Young Alumni. Traditional, young alumni are alumni
who are reasonably assumed to have completed their undergraduate degree between four to
five years after matriculating from high school. This study is limited to traditional alumni;
thus, only those alumni currently under the age of 33 years old and recipients of their first
undergraduate degree between the years 2005 and 2014 were be considered in the study.
Student Involvement. Student involvement (SI) includes behaviors that demonstrate
a level of involvement as an undergraduate student above and beyond attendance and
satisfactory completion of courses. For this study, student involvement included participation
in registered student organizations, membership on an intercollegiate athletics team, and
receiving an honor or award at graduation.
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Registered student organizations (RSOs). RSOs include any student-run
organization currently recognized by the institution. Types of organizations included
intramurals, general interest, cultural, service, academic, and Greek-letter organizations.
Intercollegiate athletics. The National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) and
the National Association for Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) are agencies that govern
intercollegiate athletics at colleges and universities. While the variety of athletic sports may
vary amongst the institutions, only sanctioned athletic teams were considered in this study.
Graduation honors and awards. Students may be recognized with certain honors
and awards at graduation, including but not limited to honors designation for grade point
average, departmental honors recognition, or recognition as valedictorian (or equivalent).
College students who express motivation in mastering specific academic topics are more
likely to indicate satisfaction with their college experience than traditional students that do not
demonstrate the same level of motivation in academics (Donohue & Wong, 1997).
Alumni Engagement. Alumni engagement is active association with the institution
after receiving their degree. Engagement includes monetary and non-monetary engagement
behaviors. Engagement behaviors must have occurred between July 1, 2012 and June 30,
2015 to be considered in this study.
Monetary engagement. This type of engagement includes monetary gifts given to
the institution by the alumnus/a. Types of monetary engagement include annual gifts, major
gifts, gifts in kind, or bequests in the alumnus/a’s estate. Gifts made directly to the institution
(outright) and gifts made through event attendance are be considered for this study.
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Non-monetary engagement. This study considers non-monetary engagement as a
combination of behaviors, including event attendance, volunteerism, or communications
involvement.
Event attendance. Event attendance includes attendance at alumni relationssponsored events and activities. Examples include networking events, homecoming activities,
or athletics receptions.
Volunteerism. Engagement as a volunteer includes active volunteerism as a
classroom speaker, mentor, internship host, board member, or other formal or informal
engagement in which the alumnus dedicates her or his time or talent to students or other
alumni to enhance student or alumni personal or professional development. Volunteerism
includes those volunteer activities in which the office of alumni relations either places the
volunteers or those in which campus partners notify the office of such engagement. In this
study, volunteerism consists of volunteer engagement through classroom speaking, career
advising, organization volunteerism, event planning, other short term volunteer and other long
term volunteer engagement.
Communications engagement. Communications engagement includes active
participation in the communications strategies of the university. Levine (2009) determined
that alumni who stopped engaging with the university expressed that the engagement stopped
due to a lack of communication from the institution. Based on this study, this study will
consider the existence of communications information as engagement. The lack of
information would result in a lack of communication of information from the institution.
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Engagement with social media was not used as an indicator of alumni communications
engagement due to the inability to accurately track all activity.

Summary

This research studied the relationship between undergraduate student involvement and
subsequent alumni engagement. Chapter one includes the purpose of the research, statement
of the problem, research questions, study significance, conceptual framework, and relevant
definitions for the study. Chapter two will include a review of the literature relevant to the
research study. Chapter three outlines the methods used to conduct the research. Chapter
four outlines the results from the analysis. Chapter five includes a discussion of the results
and implications for theory and practice.

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Alumni engagement provides colleges and universities with many benefits in the
advancement of the quality and reputation of the institution. This practice provides the
university with the responsibility to examine the relationship between student involvement,
already existing non-monetary engagements (event attendance, communications, and
volunteerism) and alumni giving due to the potential relationship between these engagement
strategies. This chapter will provide an overview of higher education funding, a history of
alumni relations, and a review of literature pertaining to alumni engagement and student
involvement as it relates to this study.

Financing Higher Education

Financing of higher education has changed greatly due to the decline in funding for
colleges and universities from state governments, declining enrollments, and the high
expenses for operating colleges and universities (Thelin, 2011). This section will outline the
various revenue streams that impact colleges and universities, as well as outline the
comparisons between the funding for public and private institutions.
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Revenue Streams
Currently, there are five main revenue streams for colleges and universities – tuition
and fees, government funding, auxiliary services, external gifts and grants, and endowments
(Barr & McClellan, 2011; Kretovics, 2011) – with variations between public and private
institutions. Public institutions receive greater levels of government funding, primarily
through state appropriations, which are unavailable to private institutions. These sources of
funding impact public and private institutions differently due to the variations amongst the
two types of institutions.

Tuition and Fees

Tuition and fees tend to be the largest source of income for institutions, influenced
directly by current and projected enrollment and growth (Barr & McClellan, 2011; Kretovics,
2011; Thelin, 2011). Tuition and fees are paid by students to attend the institution and enroll
in classes. Fees are sometimes charged for student activity costs, housing, or meal plans.
While tuition and fees often derives the largest form of revenue, the income from tuitions and
fees are not substantial enough to balance budgets alone (Thelin, 2011). This requires college
administrators to balance budgets with other sources of revenue.

Government Funding

Government funding can come from the federal or state governments and may consist
of financial aid, grants, or state appropriations. These sources of funding vary greatly from
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public to private institutions. The largest form of federal funding, not including student loans,
is through grants for research or mission institutions that provide educational opportunities to
specific institutions, including Historically Black Colleges and Universities, Hispanic Serving
Institutions, or Tribal Colleges (Kretovics, 2011). State appropriations are given to public
institutions and community colleges. Funding from state appropriations has decreased
consistently since 1987 (Fischer & Stripling, 2014). In 1987, public colleges and universities
received on average approximately 48% of funding from the state and approximately 20%
from the federal government. In 2012, that support fell to approximately 45% from both the
state and federal governments (Fischer & Stripling, 2014).

Auxiliary Services

Auxiliary services generate revenue for the college or university. Examples of
auxiliary services may include athletics, specific student services units, or dining departments
(Barr & McClellan, 2011; Kretovics, 2011). These auxiliary services may vary from college
to college.

External Support

External gifts may come from alumni, community partners, corporations, or
foundations. Funding may also come from outright gifts or through grant awards (Barr &
McClellan, 2011; Kretovics, 2011). Alumni gifts are some of the most important sources of
revenue for colleges and universities, providing a significant opportunity to offset operating
expenses and subsidize student need. From the mid-1800s, philanthropy has been a
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significant resource for colleges and universities to offset operating expenses (Thelin, 2011).
This source of income is the most significant offset to unrestricted operating expenses (Barr &
McClellan, 2011; Kretovics, 2011; Thelin, 2011; Weerts & Ronca, 2007a). The final source
of income is endowments.
Endowments
Endowments are established accounts that yield interest returns on the investments to
supplement operating expenses or to provide scholarship dollars to students based on
previously established criteria (Barr & McClellan, 2011; Kretovics, 2011). Endowments may
be built or grown from individual gifts, corporate gifts, or budget surpluses (Kretovics, 2011;
Barr & McClellan, 2011). The interest from these accounts can provide support for student
aid or operations (Barr & McClellan, 2011; Kretovics, 2011).
Public Institutions versus Private Institutions
Some of the earliest public and private institutions saw little differentiation in
operations (Thelin, 2011). The various sources of funding impact public and private
institutions differently. The variations can cause a greater influence of the remaining sources.
With the decrease in state appropriations for education, the lines between funding for public
and private higher education are getting blurred (Barr & McClellan, 2011).
Public Institutions
Public colleges and universities were historically heavily subsidized by state
appropriations which provided institutions an opportunity to offer lower tuitions costs. While
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this has decreased in recent years, the burden to increase funding and student aid, in an
attempt to continue to subsidize tuition costs has fallen on institutional advancement
professionals whom raise funding from external constituents (Barr & McClellan, 2011).
Advancement professionals solicit gifts from alumni donors, corporations, and foundation
(Barr & McClellan, 2011; Kretovics, 2011).

Private Institutions

Some of the earliest private institutions regularly petitioned state governments for
funding to help educate the public populations they served (Thelin, 2011). This practice grew
less common as states began to found additional institutions with state resources (Thelin,
2011). Private institutions often balance budgets with the largest percentage coming from
tuition and fees. Private institutions do not receive the same state appropriations as public
institutions (Kretovics, 2011). The most significant difference between public and private
institutions is the state’s greater level of control over public institutions. This allows private
institutions to conduct outreach and provide programs with greater ease due to the relaxed
levels of control (Barr & McClellan, 2011). The relaxed levels of control correlate with
decreased funding support from the states, together with the very high dependency on tuition
and endowments, increases the need for gifts to offset operating expenses and student aid.
This provides a high level of importance for monetary engagement of alumni. This connects
to the current research because it provides an opportunity to better understand the influences
of alumni monetary and non-monetary engagement. This also provides an opportunity to
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understand the relationship between non-monetary engagement and monetary engagement, as
a way to develop strategies to positively influence colleges and universities.
The changes in revenue streams for higher education institutions provide a need to
think strategically about the present and future priorities for the institutions. Proper alignment
of funding with priorities can advance programs and initiatives for students, as well as alumni.
The next section discusses the history of alumni relations.

History of Alumni Relations

The Council for the Advancement and Support of Education (CASE) defines alumnus
as a graduate or former student of a specific school, college or university” (n.d.). There are an
estimated 43 million college graduates in the United States (United States Census Bureau,
2012). This accounts for 30.4% of American adults over the age of 25 (Perez-Pena, 2012).
These results in many opportunities for engagement of alumni within the United States which
creates a need for professionals dedicated to alumni relations and engagement. This section
provides an overview of the history of alumni associations and alumni participation.

Alumni Associations

The existence of alumni in oversight roles for colleges and universities is traced to the
early nineteenth century when colleges and universities began to rely heavily upon the
influence of these alumni for financial and other forms of support (Rudolph, 1990). The
increased role of alumni began to transition into alumni societies because of the need and
reliance on these groups (Rudolph, 1990). The early existence of alumni in these advisory
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roles began to develop into stronger roles and greater need for alumni associations (Rudolph,
1990). The earliest actions of alumni associations resulted in challenges with college and
university presidents because of the initial disconnect between institutional priorities and
alumni priorities (Thelin, 2011). This spurred a transition toward a stronger alignment
between the sometimes mismatched priorities, due to the strength and influence of alumni
populations (Thelin, 2011). This transition led to a formal call for actions and programs by
administrators and alumni advisors.
The initial calls for action and existence of alumni relations programming focused on
the need for increases of alumni giving (Conley, 1999). The history of these programs is
rooted in A Primer of Alumni Work by R.W. Sailor from 1944. This work, commissioned by
the American Alumni Council (now Council for Advancement and Support of Education;
Morrill, 1945). Doubling alumni populations caused urgency for programming to
engagement alumni (Moore, 2008). Sailor (1944) qualified non-monetary engagement and
outreach as good-will building, with the alumni office being tasked with providing such
programs as a way to further engage alumni.
Reverend Timothy Mather Cooley developed the first formal listing of alumni in 1792
for Yale University (CASE, n.d.). Following this development, Williams College started the
first Alumni Society in 1821 at the request of a group of their alumni (CASE, n.d.). These
alumni societies can serve as valuable resources for alumni relations professionals, extending
the voice and case for alumni engagement beyond the institution (Rudolph, 1990). Within
alumni relations departments, alumni associations and boards provide a network of engaged
alumni who can advocate for monetary and non-monetary resources from alumni. These
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advocates can help to recruit volunteers, plan events, develop engagement strategies, or serve
as a sounding board for new initiatives and programs (Drezner, 2011a). These advocates are
often the most engaged alumni at an institution. Alumni associations provide opportunities
for alumni engagement and are often some of the greatest advocates for an engagement focus.

Alumni Participation

Alumni are a significant source of funding for their alma maters (Moore, 2008).
Approximately one-third of funding for higher education comes from alumni participation
(giving) (Council for the Aid in Education, 2003). This funding can come from a number of
various appeals, including; direct mail, unsolicited gifts, or personal solicitations. Markoff
(1978) traced the history of soliciting alumni back to the 1400s at Oxford University. It
wasn’t until 1957 that the American Alumni Council and the American College Public
Relations Associations recognized the need for giving as an organized goal for universities
and colleges (Curti & Nash, 1965; Moore, 2008).
The University of Michigan is often considered as one of the first formal alumni
giving programs in the United States in 1871 (Curti & Nash, 1965). James Angell, President
of the University of Michigan from 1871 to 1907, stated “a hope that the men the University
of Michigan had been sending forth into the honorable callings and professions might testify
to their indebtedness by increasing the university’s power and usefulness” (as cited in Curti &
Nash, 1965, p.187). Aside from this early indication of intentional solicitation, in the early
1900s, very few public institutions had created formal giving programs. Private institutions,
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on the other hand, were forced to develop programs earlier, due to the separation from state
subsidization (Curti & Nash, 1965).
The first gifts to institutions in the United States originated from religious orders to
start colleges and universities (Drezner, 2011b). The first major gifts from outside of
religious orders to higher education institutions in the United States came from British
colonies to found Harvard College and Collegiate College (now known as Yale University;
Drezner, 2011b). The first significant recorded donations to these institutions came from John
Harvard, through his estate, in 1968, and Elihu Yale in 1718 (Drezner, 2011b). The first
endowed professorship in the United States was established at Harvard College in 1721 by
Thomas Hollis. Through this gift, Hollis wanted to solidify Harvard’s commitment to
religious study (Drezner, 2011b). Although gifts to institutions existed earlier, the
phenomenon of fundraising for higher education is not believed to have started until the
twentieth century. Prior to this time, gifts to institutions were not as largely sought out as
they are currently (Cutlip, 1965).
This is important because the foundations of alumni associations and alumni relations
provide a framework to grow programs and initiatives for alumni populations. Alumni
relations and advancement professionals, as previously discussed, are challenged now more
than ever to increase support for the institution by alumni. This support includes strategies for
alumni monetary and alumni non-monetary engagement.
Alumni Engagement
This section provides an overview of the engagement vehicles utilized by colleges and
universities to maintain connection with alumni populations. Alumni engagement is very
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important to universities. Strong engagement from their alumni constituents can have an
effect on the university through advancement in rankings, contributing to a stronger
enrollment, or increasing the student experience (Moore, 2008). According to Radcliffe
(2011):
There is no industry‐wide definition of alumni engagement. The term can be used to
describe attitudes, such as how alumni self‐report feelings of emotional attachment to
their alma mater, or behaviors, such as how many events an alumnus attends or what
volunteer roles an alumnus has, or a combination of both. (p. 24)
Alumni engagement can describe many different actions or behaviors that alumni exhibit,
including giving, volunteering, event attendance, or communications (Radcliffe, 2008).
Alumni play very important roles in an institution, including identifying prospective students,
speaking to classes, mentoring students, or providing financial support (Weerts & Ronca,
2007a). Among actions that can positively influence monetary and non-monetary alumni
engagement is student organization membership, alumni event attendance, alumni
volunteerism, active engagement in communications (Grill, 1988; Laguilles, 2008).
Students that continued involvement with their alma mater after graduating provides
certain benefits, including tax credits, and identity stability to the alumnus/a (Pickett, 1986).
Alumni continuously engaged in the life of the university are more likely to contribute
financially to the institution Weerts & Ronca, 2007a). This encourages the cultivation of nondonors through non-monetary engagement strategies due to the increased likelihood of an
increased financial benefit for the institution (Weerts & Ronca, 2007b).
The importance of alumni engagement stretches to receiving grants and aid from
corporations (Moore, 2008). Corporations and grant-giving agencies rely on alumni
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participation and alumni engagement in considering the distribution of aid packages. Among
participation and engagement that are considered is active service on an advisory board,
active engagement as a mentor or classroom speaker, or involvement with recruitment efforts
(Moore, 2008). Demonstrating large involvement from employees at these agencies and
corporations may result in increased levels of funding from these partners (Moore, 2008).
Holland (2001) developed five components necessary for institutionalized
engagement. The five components are: 1) a philosophy and mission that emphasizes
engagement, 2) genuine faculty involvement and support for engaged teaching or research, 3)
a broad range of activities for students to access and involve themselves in high-quality
engagement experiences, 4) an institutional infrastructure that supports engagement practice,
and 5) mutually beneficial, sustained partnerships with community partners. Although these
components apply to institutional engagement, they can easily be applied to alumni
engagement. The strategies for alumni engagement, as previously mentioned, can be
strengthened with these components. By demonstrating a level of strategy, alumni relations
professionals are capable of forecasting the specific needs for engagement, as well as the
priorities that may resonate with their alumni. The strength of alumni engagement can also be
enhanced through collaboration and partnership with campus partners. Once these five
components are met, an institution will be in a position to begin assessing their levels of
engagement to improve upon prior strategies.
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Engagement Vehicles

Colleges and universities can engage alumni through a number of different ways. For
the purposes of this research, I will refer to these as vehicles for engagement. The vehicles
that can be used to provide an opportunity for alumni to be engaged engagement include
giving, communications, event attendance, and volunteerism (Weerts & Ronca, 2007a).
These vehicles may differ from institution to institution based on internal priorities and the
direction that leadership is taking the alumni association and advancement units. Engagement
vehicles can be used in combination with one or more strategies, having a larger emphasis on
engagement practices for that college or university. The various non-monetary engagement
vehicles can lead to internships, mentoring relationships, increased word of mouth for
recruiting, and public support (Weerts & Ronca, 2007a). Fleming, Bader, and Pesco (2006)
articulated the need to engage young alumni in the life of the institution prior to soliciting
alumni gifts. The following will discuss the different types of engagement vehicles.

Giving

Financial gifts are one indicator of alumni engagement. According to Drezner
(2011a), “Simply stated, American higher education as we know it today would not exist if it
were not for the voluntary contributions of many individuals” (p. 26). Alumni can give to a
university in various ways, including smaller annual gifts (annual fund), or larger gifts (major
gifts) that may result in endowed or annual scholarships, named building dedications, or
endowed professorships (Drezner, 2011a). These gifts have various impacts on a university.
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Alumni participation (number of alumni who donate) also has a positive effect on the rank of
that institution in magazines and reports such as U.S. News and World Report or Princeton
Review guides for colleges and universities (Levine, 2009).
By giving financially, Drezner (2011b) believes that donors sometimes attempt to
push their own agenda with the university. It is often considered by a university whether or
not the impact of the gift makes the strings that are attached justified (Drezner, 2011b). In
addition to establishing positions at the university, significant gifts have also been used to
found and establish universities. As previously indicated, alumni donors from colonial
colleges have been instrumental in making gifts to establish black colleges and teacher
colleges (Drezner, 2011b). Amongst the strongest supporters of colleges and universities are
business alumni and males (Hueston, 1992; Sun. et al., 2007). This can be important for
advancement professionals when developing giving strategies for alumni. This also
emphasizes the importance of understanding the demographics of alumni populations.
Alumni giving also provides support for growing endowments, which allow colleges and
universities to provide certain benefits for current and prospective students (small
faculty:student ratios, larger scholarship awards, and more spending per student). These
additional benefits can create a culture of involvement or satisfaction at institutions with these
resources. Alumni giving has also been considered a measure of satisfaction for colleges and
universities. This measure of satisfaction creates a sense of urgency or prioritization for
alumni giving over non-monetary engagement.
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Communications

Institutions rely on various forms of media to communicate information to their
alumni, including; annual reports, electronic newsletters, alumni magazines, press releases,
and invitations (Levine, 2009). Consistent communications can have a substantial impact on
the success of fundraising in higher education. The impact has been found to be greater than
any specific campaign being managed (Parsons & Wethington, 1996). In a recent study by
CASE (2009), 18% of alumni who stopped donating to their alma mater stated that they did so
because the university did not effectively communicate new information. There is a positive
impact in giving when electronic newsletters were distributed more frequently when she
researched communication methods with alumni (Levine, 2009).
Universities also use different forms of social media to reach their alumni, including
Facebook, Twitter, and web logs. These communication devices can assist administrators in
communicating information to their alumni, allowing for different audiences to prefer
different forms of communication. Facebook is also a regularly used form of communication,
with 85% of students at four-year institutions expressing regular use as a form of
communication (Hermes, 2008). This offers colleges the opportunity to provide information
in multiple formats, in order to foster affinity with the university. Although this is sometimes
a challenge due to the inability to collect contact information from social networking sites
(Hermes, 2008), the sites provide an opportunity to communicate information.
One challenge in regards to cultivating young alumni engagement has been attributed
to the messages that are being given to students. Campuses are not reinforcing the message
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that students should give back by donating their time, leaving out the importance of
developing a culture of philanthropy (Fleming et al., 2006). Sun et al. (2007) found that an
increase in communications with alumni revealed an increase in alumni giving. The study
found that a comprehensive communications strategy contributed to an increase in alumni
giving.

Event Attendance

There is currently not a wealth of research that discusses the impact of event
attendance on alumni giving or subsequent engagement. The rate of giving increases amongst
alumni as the number of events attended increases for individual alumni (Sun et al., 2007).
Alumni may consider attending an event, based on personal or professional goals or on
specific expectations that had for their alma mater. When developing events for alumni, it is
important to consider this motivation for the alumnus or alumna (Weerts & Ronca, 2007a).
An important factor for alumni support and engagement is involvement as alumni, including
event attendance (Gaier, 2005). This is important because alumni relations professionals
attempt to increase attendance at sponsored events which may have a positive influence on
alumni giving.

Volunteerism
Volunteerism is defined as “long-term, non-obligatory, planned pro-social behaviors
that benefit strangers and usually occur in an organizational setting” (Penner, 2002). Weerts,
Cabrera, and Sanford (2010) identified that the purpose of volunteerism is to “volunteer
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service satisfies the need to learn more about the world, grow and develop psychologically,
strengthen social relationships, and develop contacts to enhance professional opportunities”
(p. 350). Based on this purpose, alumni volunteers will also benefit from the volunteering.
There are many ways in which an alumnus may support their alma mater through
volunteer service, including recruitment, mentoring or job placement assistance, classroom
speakers, and board membership (Weerts & Ronca, 2007a; Weerts & Ronca, 2007b; Weerts
et al., 2009). In addition, volunteering can serve as a great way to keep an alumnus
emotionally invested in the university. These opportunities have proven to greatly benefit the
university. For example, Fogg (2008) explains that when considering the cost, getting alumni
involved in recruitment of prospective students is less expensive and more successful than
advertising campaigns.

Demographics

Demographics may also influence alumni monetary and non-monetary engagement.
Research has shown that distance from campus, graduation recency, gender, race/ethnicity,
and academic program can influence various levels of monetary and non-monetary
engagement. The following paragraphs discuss the research in greater detail.

Distance from Campus

Distance from campus has been found to demonstrate a statistically significant
relationship with alumni giving (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Holmes, 2009). Alumni who
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live in the same state as the institution are more likely to demonstrate a higher level of
engagement (Edmunson, 2011).

Graduation Recency

The relationship between graduation year and alumni engagement is not highly
researched. Graduation year is a significant predictor of alumni giving (Bruggink & Siddiqui,
1995; Lindahl & Winship, 1992). Alumni who graduated a less recent are more likely to give
at a higher amount than alumni who graduated more recent (Lindahl & Winship, 1992). For
each year increase in age, the gift from an alumnus/a increases by 5% (Bruggink & Siddiqui,
1995). The research doesn’t elaborate too much on the relationship between graduation year
and non-monetary engagement, leading to the assumption that engagement behaviors may be
the same.

Gender

Research discussing the relationship between gender and alumni engagement is
somewhat contradictory. Wunnava and Lauze (2001) found that the relationship between
gender and alumni giving was statistically insignificant. Okunade (1996) determined that
males were more likely to give than females amongst graduate, business school alumni.
Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995), Dvorak (2012), Holmes, Meditz and Summers (2008), and
Sun, Hoffman, and Grady (2007) found a significant relationship between gender and alumni
monetary engagement. In these studies, investigating the relationship at small, liberal arts
colleges, females were more likely to give to their alma mater.
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Weerts and Ronca (2007a) found that females were more likely to volunteer with their
alma mater. The research supported a study by Shaw and Taylor (2005) with the same
finding. Levine (2009) determined there was not a significant correlation between gender and
alumni giving through communications engagement. Understanding the relationship between
gender and alumni engagement can provide the institution an opportunity to provide targeted
programming and outreach which will positively impact monetary and non-monetary
engagement.

Race/Ethnicity

The relationship between race/ethnicity and alumni engagement is a topic that has not
previously been studied in great detail. The results of the studies that have been conducted
determine that race/ethnicity is a significant predictor of alumni monetary engagement (Sun et
al.., 2007; Diehl, 2007). African American and Asian alumni were found to contribute at
higher levels than other ethnicities (Diehl, 2007). Similar to gender, understanding the
relationship between race/ethnicity and alumni engagement provides the opportunity for
outreach and programming to specific populations in order to increase levels of engagement
among alumni.

Academic Program

Research analyzing the relationship between academic program is very slim. Most
research discusses the relationship of age and gender with alumni giving. Academic major
has been found to be one of the strongest predictors of alumni giving when discussing the
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satisfaction with major coursework (Gaier, 2005). Despite this finding, no significant
difference existed amongst individual academic programs (Gaier, 2005). Academic program
can be a strong point of pride among alumni. Partnering with academic programs can prove
beneficial for the academic program and alumni relations through alumni gifts, volunteers, or
other alumni volunteers.
While the relationship between the various demographics and alumni engagement may
vary, distance from campus, graduation recency, gender, race/ethnicity, and academic
program can influence alumni monetary and non-monetary engagement. The strength of the
relationship can vary based on demographics but does provide insight into the value of
maintaining the relationships and building on affinity. Collectively, the research suggests
that African American male alumni who reside closer to campus and graduated less recent
were more likely to give to the institution.

Assessing Engagement

Understanding the motivations of engaged alumni can provide insight for alumni
relations professionals. Colleges and universities have been tracking alumni employment
information and continued education since the early 1930s (Pace, 1979). Alumni engagement
is also assessed through the establishment of benchmarks for the success of alumni
programming. Assessing the alumni population’s engagement can help establish goals for
increasing success.
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Benefits of Assessing Engagement

Mael and Ashforth (1990) explain that a survey will not only provide a lot of insight
regarding the self-reporting of your alumni engagement, but can also provide your university,
including faculty and administrators, with guidance for further outreach. Surveys are a very
cost effective way to assess departmental program outcomes for institutions (Volkwein,
2010). Volkwein (2010) believes that alumni survey results are given more credibility than
student survey results due to the fact that faculty look to alumni opinions as having greater
authority. Receiving feedback from alumni can provide knowledge that may be used when
developing engagement strategies.

Challenges of Assessing Engagement

Volkwein (2010) identifies six challenges when surveying alumni; 1) demographics of
survey population, 2) sample size, 3) timing and frequency of collection, 4) choosing response
choices and scales, 5) survey length and content, and 6) respondent predispositions. Choosing
the proper sample size and demographics can have a specific impact on results. A sample that
is not representative of the alumni population will provide no benefit in using the feedback to
guide strategic programming and outreach. Soliciting alumni for feedback too often or
requesting too much information may hinder further response rates for alumni. One of the
most difficult challenges is alumni bias or predisposition (Volkwein, 2010). Alumni who had
more opportunities to succeed prior to college because of parental support or finances may
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have greater success after college, which may result in a greater likelihood of exhibiting signs
of affluent alumni status (Volkwein, 2010).
Alumni engagement is very important when considering the current state of higher
education. Alumni participation, including donations, volunteering, etc. can serve as a great
system of support for the university (Drezner, 2011a). Alumni who positively identify with
the institution are more likely to support their alma mater (Mael & Ashforth, 1990).
According to Leslie and Ramey (1998), “voluntary support is becoming the only source of
real discretionary money and in many cases is assuming a critical role in balancing
institutional budgets” (p.115). When considering young alumni engagement, this is important
because successful young alumni engagement may yield higher numbers of gifts for the
university.
Research has shown that alumni who develop an emotional attachment to the
university will be more likely to financially support the university in the future (Parsons &
Wethington, 1996; Tsao & Coll, 2005). This emotional attachment can be developed through
continued engagement, as previously discussed. A strong majority of one million dollar gift
donors gave for the first time within the first ten years of graduating from a college or
university (Monks, 2003). This would provide a stronger likelihood of large gifts if capacity
were available by the alumnus. The use of these engagement vehicles amongst colleges and
universities and are often used collectively to maximize the success of alumni engagement.
The success of these vehicles may start with successful student involvement opportunities.
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Student Involvement

To engage alumni in the life of the institution effectively, it is important to understand
the ways in which those alumni were involved as students. The relationship between student
involvement and alumni engagement can prove to be valuable in terms of the return
anticipated in alumni engagement. Some universities focus on senior-level students to
develop future engagement as alumni. Higher education is in a position to increase the
meaning making of these experiences with senior-level students (Feitler-Karchin & WallaceSchutzman, 1982). The senior year is marked as a significant transition for college students.
The stresses of senior-year can sometimes be disregarded or unaddressed by administrators
(Rodriguez, 2007, p. 8). The completion of college can provide an experience that bridges the
gap between college-life and alumni engagement. McCoy (2003) explained that senior year
needs to be considered a unique transition experience, not an end point, as many do. McCoy
(2003) stated “the entire senior year is a transition period for the undergraduate, and that
through the exploration of past and present experiences with life transitions, a greater
awareness and understanding of the unique dynamics of the senior year will surface” (p. 7).
The unaddressed needs of senior-level students, and all college students, present an
opportunity for alumni relations professionals to partner with campus offices to provide
services which contribute to the increase in affinity for the institution. The foundation of
these programs can be rooted in student organizations or classrooms, which can spark
additional opportunities for alumni to become engaged.
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Students who participated in extracurricular clubs and organizations had “statistically
higher levels of development in establishing and clarifying purpose, educational involvement,
career planning, lifestyle management, and cultural participation” (Foubert & Grainger, 2006,
p. 175). This higher level of involvement, when compared to the freshmen and sophomore
years can serve as a catalyst to inspire alumni engagement, as will be described through the
theoretical framework for this research. Posner (2009) found that “significant changes were
reported in the frequency of engaging in leadership behaviors from freshman to senior years”
(p. 551). This finding supports the need for a stronger collaboration between alumni relations
and student services. These results are based on a study conducted on participants in a
leadership development program, in relation to the effectiveness and impact of the program
(Posner, 2009). The findings are beneficial because they may provide a framework for
expanding alumni engagement with students beyond senior year.
Alumni who were a member of a fraternity or sorority are more likely to give to their
alma mater than non-members (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995). The results were determined
through the development of an econometric model for alumni giving using a sample size of
2500 representing the 22,471 alumni from a liberal arts institution. A focus on student
involvement has proven successful in terms of alumni engagement (Sun et al., 2007).
Overall, alumni who participated in student organizations were more likely to engage as
alumni (Okenude, Wunnava, & Walsh, 1994).
Astin (1984) determined that student’s persistence increased their satisfaction with the
institution, which can impact the level of engagement after graduating. This persistence may
be related to academic success, as measured in this study by graduation academic honors and
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awards being received by the graduate. This is a result of the positive influences and positive
experiences. Alumni who had a positive experience as students were more likely to give as
alumni (McDearmon, 2012; McDearmon & Shirley, 2009). Extracurricular involvement has
a direct impact on a positive student experience (Masterson, 2010; Stuart, Lido, Morgan,
Solomon, & May, 2011).

Approaches to Studying Engagement

There are many approaches to studying alumni engagement, including; motivational
theory, social exchange theory, investment theory, expectancy theory, and social identity
theory. An overview of each theory is provided below. Due to challenges presented by the
remaining theories, social identity theory is used as the theoretical framework for this
research.

Motivational Theory

A majority of the research available that discusses motivation and predictions of
alumni engagement focuses on alumni giving and financial contributions. Drezner (2011a)
concluded that there is a positive relationship between the level of education an alumnus has
and the willingness to support their alma mater financially. This research, according to
Drezner (2011a) had mixed results as to the relationship between education and giving to
religious organizations outside of higher education.
Research shows that social science majors are the most generous in participation, with
business majors the most likely to contribute financially to their alma mater (Drezner, 2011a).
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Monks (2003) found that young alumni who received either a graduate business or law degree
from their alma mater were the most likely to donate, regardless of income. Young alumni at
Vanderbilt were found to be 12% more likely to donate when they received financial aid
(Dugan, Mullin, & Siegfried, 2000). The feeling of obligation is the strongest factor in
deciding to donate for alumni of public, non-religious institutions (Briechle, 2003). There are
three factors that motivate alumni at secular institutions; knowledge of the mission, loyalty to
the institution, and belief that the gift will make a difference (Briechle, 2003).
Willemain et al. (1994) studied the impact that reunions and graduation year have on
giving. Alumni from Princeton were found to increase giving as the reunion number
increased (Willemain et al., 1994). This study also found that alumni give in increasing
amounts each year, with a steady decline being shown with new classes. The presumption
regarding this increase is due to the increase of wealth as alumni age (Willemain et al., 1994).
Motivational theory does not provide the best fit for this research because of the potential
influence that history and unrelated experiences may provide as motivations. For example,
alumni may be more likely to contribute due to the increase in giving capacity. For these
reasons, motivational theory will not be examined with the current study.

Social Exchange Theory
The social exchange theory explains that relationships are ‘give and take’ (Weerts et
al., 2010). Weerts et al. (2010) describes this in terms of alumni support. Alumni will weigh
the costs and benefits of involvement with their university. They will often consider the
benefits they received as a student and alumnus before demonstrating involvement and will

37
often consider the cost to them for this involvement (Weerts et al., 2010). Further research
into this explains that “alumni are likely to give back in a way that is most closely aligned
with past civic engagement experiences” (Weerts et al., 2010, p. 352). Weerts et al. (2010)
explains that this research “is supported by other studies concluding that alumni support is
predicted, in part, by the alum’s perceptions of the quality of his or her current and past
experiences with the institution” (p. 352).
When questioning whether an institution is worthy of alumni support, Brittingham and
Pezzulo (1990); Leslie and Ramey (1988); and Taylor and Martin (1995) found that the
quality of the education, perception of career preparation, and positive faculty involvement
are indicators to determine the worthiness of alumni support. An investment in the university
is subject to the investment of various physical and psychological energies of the stakeholder
(Astin, 1984). Because of the strong impact that academic experiences and uncontrollable
circumstances has on social exchange theory, this theory does not fit this research as well as
others.

Investment Theory

Investment theory explains that alumni support depends on the level of satisfaction,
compared with the rewards and costs of maintaining the relationship (Weerts et al., 2010).
This value is compared to the past investment with (or to) the college or university (Rusbult,
1980). Investment theory suggests that alumni will support departments and units based on
positive satisfaction with their interactions with those departments or units (Weerts et al.,
2010). This transaction seems like the alumnus/a is paying dues for the prior investment that
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was made in the unit by that student. Since investment theory relies heavily upon satisfaction
and rewards of engagement, this theory does not provide the best fit as the theoretical
framework for this research.

Expectancy Theory

Expectancy theory explains that an alumnus will become involved based on the
institution meeting the expectations that have been set by the alumnus. Alumni want to
ensure that their service and involvement makes a difference and meets their expectations
(Weerts et al., 2010). Vroom (1964) determined that there were three dimensions to
understand alumni motivation to support their alma mater, including the value of the
perceived outcome, the belief that the support will help the alma mater achieve a specific
outcome, and expectancy: whether the alumnus or alumna feels they can successfully support
the institution. Expectancy theory does not provide the best fit for this research because of the
un-quantifiable factors that may influence engagement.

Social Identity Theory

Social identity theory is the theory that outlines the circumstances in which an
individual is more likely to identify with an organization. This theory was developed by
Tajfel in 1974. Through social identify theory, individuals identify themselves as a member
of social groups in order to provide themselves the opportunity to place order to the social
environment while continuing to find themselves within the environment (Tajfel, 1974).
Individuals will look for the value that they can provide within the organization based on their
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experiences in that environment. For this research, social identity theory aligns most closely
with the research study. While the other theories discussed provide some value, for reasons
previously described, they are not the best fit. Social identity theory is explained in greater
theory in the following section.

Theoretical Framework

Although there are several approaches to studying alumni giving and non-monetary
engagement, the framework that most aligns with this research is social identity theory. This
theory states “the self-concept is comprised of a personal identity, encompassing idiosyncratic
characteristics such as the abilities and interests, and a social identity, encompassing salient
group classifications” (Tajfel & Turner, 1985, p. 8). The individual will then align
themselves with the fate of the organization. Tajfel (1974) identified four consequences of
social identification:
1) It can be assumed that an individual will tend to remain a member of a group and
seek membership of new groups if these groups have some contribution to make to the
positive aspects of his social identity. (p. 69).
Alumni are more likely to continue to identify as members of their college or
university if they see a positive impact of identification. For example, an alumnus or alumna
will identify as a graduate if they see that the result of engagement is positive. This is
important when considering mentoring and other volunteer opportunities for alumni.
2) If a group does not satisfy requirement number one, the individual will tend to leave
it unless a) Leaving the group is impossible for some “objective” reasons or, b) It
conflicts with important values which are a part of his acceptable social identity.
(Tajfel, 1974, p. 69)
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Alumni who feel a continued attachment to the institution will continue to identify as a
member of that alumni population. This is important when developing a strategy for
communications and events. Alumni will attend events and maintain engagement through
event attendance if those vehicles provide continued attachment. For example, alumni are
more likely to read communications materials if they see positive changes being made or have
an affinity toward a department or faculty member that may be highlighted in
communications. Alumni will also continue their engagement if they feel that their
engagement has contributed to the strength and growth of the institution.
3) If leaving the group presents the difficulties just mentioned, then at least two
solutions are possible: either justified or made acceptable through reinterpretation;
a) To change one’s interpretation of the attributes of the groups that its unwelcome
features are either justified or made acceptable through interpretation; b) To accept the
situation for what it is and engage in social action which would lead to desirable
changes in the situation. (Tajfel, 1974, p. 69)
Alumni who have a strong affinity due to their student involvement are less likely to
distance themselves because they want to continue to feel connected to those experiences.
This is relevant when considering the experiences of older alumni who may attended the
institution before major changes to infrastructure or programs. Alumni hold on to their
experiences and enjoy sharing those experiences, which maintains a level of engagement and
connection. Alumni will also develop a desire to get involved in the changed institution: “4)
No group lives alone – all groups in society live in the midst of other groups” (Tajfel, 1974, p.
69).
Alumni recognize that membership or identification is an important aspect of their
environment. Alumni appreciate the way that their experiences have allowed them greater
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experiences after graduation. In this example, alumni will recognize that their experiences as
an undergraduate student and as a graduate of the college or university provide them an
opportunity to provide a positive impact in other organizations or environments (Tajfel,
1974).
These consequences align with alumni engagement in that they provide an outline of
potential consequences of specific identification as an alumnus or alumna of the institution.
Mael and Ashforth (1992) extended social identity theory to organizations involving alumni.
In conducting the study, 700 alumni from an all-male religious institution were selected. 297
completed surveys were returned resulting in a 42% response rate. The sample size was
demographically representative of the population of the college alumni population. Critical to
the study by Mael and Ashforth (1992) were four primary aspects of organizational
identification; 1) identification is perceptual, 2) identification is relational due to the need to
compare one organization to another, 3) identification sometimes occurs for self-benefit, and
4) some classifications are categorical, with the strength of that classification determining the
strength of the identification. The four aspects of organizational identification give
consideration and a framework for alumni engagement and an alumnus’ identification with
their alma mater.
Social identity can be enhanced in organizations by organizational or individual
antecedents (experiences) and beliefs (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Amongst organizational
antecedents that can influence identification are distinctiveness, prestige, or organizational
competition (inter-organizational or intra-organizational) (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Alumni
perceiving their alma mater as influencers in one or more programs or, alternatively, as
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competitive institutionally or programmatically may be more likely to identify with the
organization. Individual antecedents may include a positive student experience, positive
experience since leaving the institution or a positive influence from classmates. This led the
researchers to conclude that young alumni; based on recent graduation, an existing mentor
relationship, or satisfaction with their experience, would have the strongest opportunity to
develop identification based on the remaining organizational or individual antecedents (Mael
& Ashforth, 1992).
Three significant indicators determine alumni engagement; organizational prestige,
satisfaction as a student, and the impact that the involvement will have on the institutions
(Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Within social identity theory, the alumnus would place value to
their level of identification, determine their level of satisfaction, and assess the impact that
their involvement will have on the college or university.
As applied to my study, this theory helps to better understand the relationship between
undergraduate extracurricular involvement and subsequent alumni engagement. Alumni
develop affinity for their alma mater based on experiences that started as students. This
affinity is then strengthened and continued based on experiences and engagement as an
alumnus or alumna. The result is high levels of engagement, including communications,
event attendance, volunteerism, and giving.

Summary

In conclusion, alumni giving is very important to colleges and universities in order to
supplement revenue previously received from state or federal appropriations, higher
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enrollments, or other revenue streams. This giving is important to continue to provide
resources and opportunities to current and future students. To increase alumni giving, a focus
should be placed on the impact that non-monetary engagement has on alumni giving.
Furthermore, the relationship between student involvement and alumni giving and nonmonetary engagement can emphasize the cyclical pattern that influences the advancement of
colleges and universities. This pattern of engagement begins as students and continues
through non-monetary engagement, into alumni giving practices. The next chapter will
describe the methods used for this research study.

CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODS.

The study examined the relationship between student involvement and subsequent
alumni engagement with their alma mater at a small private institution. Student involvement,
as defined for this study includes involvement in intercollegiate athletics or recognized
student organizations, and receipt of graduation honors or awards. Alumni engagement
behaviors, as defined for this study includes alumni monetary giving, event attendance at
advancement-sponsored events, communications involvement, and volunteer activities.
Biographical information is also considered for additional analysis, including distance (in
miles) from campus, graduation recency, gender, race/ethnicity, and academic program.
Social Identity Theory (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Tajfel, 1974) is utilized as a framework to
understand the relationship between student involvement and subsequent alumni engagement.
This chapter outlines the research methods that are used in this study. This chapter will
discuss the research questions and methods that are used in this study.

Research Questions

This study examined the relationship between student involvement and subsequent
alumni engagement with their alma mater at a small private institution. Through this analysis,
a clear understanding of the existing (or non-existing) relationship between student
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involvement and various alumni engagement behaviors is identified. To this end, the
following research questions will be addressed:
1) What is the relationship between student involvement and subsequent alumni
engagement?
2) What is the relationship between distance from campus and alumni engagement?
3) What is the relationship between graduation recency and alumni engagement?
4) What is the relationship between gender and alumni engagement?
5) What is the relationship between race/ethnicity and alumni engagement?
6) What is the relationship between academic program and alumni engagement?
7) What is the relationship between alumni non-monetary and alumni monetary
engagement?
To answer these questions, I used institutional data collected from the three participating
institutions. The institutional data include student involvement and alumni engagement
behavior data. These data already exist but have not been utilized to their fullest potential.

Hypotheses

Three primary hypotheses have been established for the research questions for this
study.
1) What is the relationship between student involvement (SI) and subsequent alumni
engagement (AE)?
a) What is the relationship between SI and subsequent monetary alumni engagement?
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There will be a strong relationship between SI and subsequent monetary
alumni engagement.
b)

What is the relationship between SI and subsequent non-monetary alumni
engagement?
There will be a strong relationship between SI and subsequent monetary
alumni engagement.

2) What is the relationship between distance from campus and alumni engagement?
It is hypothesized that alumni residing closer to campus will be more likely to
demonstrate strong non-monetary engagement. It is hypothesized that alumni residing
further from campus will demonstrate stronger monetary engagement.
3) What is the relationship between graduation recency and alumni engagement?
It is anticipated that alumni who are more recent to graduation will be more likely to
demonstrate strong non-monetary engagement. It is hypothesized that alumni with a
less recent graduation will be more likely to demonstrate a strong monetary
engagement.
4) What is the relationship between gender and alumni engagement?
Consistent with prior research, it is anticipated that females will be more likely than
males to give to their institutions. Consistent with alumni monetary engagement, it is
hypothesized that females will be more likely than males to demonstrate non-monetary
engagement.
5) What is the relationship between race/ethnicity and alumni engagement?
It is anticipated that race/ethnicity will have no relationship with alumni engagement.

47
6) What is the relationship between academic program and alumni engagement?
Consistent with research, it is hypothesized that alumni from business and
professional-type academic programs may be more likely to demonstrate strong
alumni monetary engagement. It is hypothesized that consistent with the research
pertaining to alumni monetary engagement, alumni from business and professionaltype academic programs may be more likely to demonstrate strong non-monetary
engagement.
7) What is the relationship between monetary AE and non-monetary alumni
engagement?
There will be a strong relationship between monetary alumni engagement and nonmonetary alumni engagement.

Epistemological Foundations

This research operates under a post-positivist framework. Epistemological studies
seek to understand how we identify the knowledge of research (Crotty, 1998). Post-positivist
research looks to clarify and create new knowledge. Researchers that focus on post-positivist
frameworks typically look to identify the causes of related outcomes (Creswell, 2014). It is
common for post-positivistic researchers to develop numeric measurements for their scientific
research. “In quantitative studies, researchers advance the relationship among variables and
pose these in terms of questions and hypotheses” (Creswell, 2014, p.8). This study will
advance the relationship amongst student involvement and alumni relations. The research
attempts to identify a relationship between the two sets of variables, consistent with post-
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positivist research. Through post-positivist research, theory must be considered in relation to
practice (Ryan, 2006). Social identity theory will be examined in this study in relation to the
practice of alumni relations. Through this post-positivist research, the theory and practice will
be analyzed together. Through this post-positivist research, I seek to learn more about and
understand the existing relationship between student involvement and alumni engagement,
consistent with the purpose of this research.

Method

This correlational design examines the relationship between student involvement and
alumni engagement. Correlational design studies attempt to determine whether two or more
variables are correlated, or related (Field, 2013). In this study, the correlational design
attempts to determine the extent to which student involvement and alumni engagement are
related and strongly associated. For instance, this study sought to predict the likelihood that
an alumnus/a will be engaged as an alumnus based on their involvement as an undergraduate
student. The institution (recruitment and criteria for inclusion) and indicators for involvement
and engagement (student involvement and alumni engagement) will be discussed in this
section.
Institutional Participant

The data for this study came from one small private institution. The participating
institution is a small private university with approximately 4,000 students is classified as
highly selective and has a six-year graduation rate of 88.6%. The institution identifies as a
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private liberal arts college with a high undergraduate population. The institution also has a
high residential population. Students select amongst more than 50 majors and more than 50
minors. Founded more than 150 years ago, the participating institution has approximately
40,000 living alumni. The institution is a member of the National Collegiate Athletic
Association (NCAA) Division I, provides more than 150 student organizations for students to
join and has a high Greek-student population.

Recruitment

To recruit an institutional participant, a message was distributed through the Council
for Advancement and Support of Education’s online communities. The message that was
sent, as shown in Appendix C, was distributed to the subscribers of these online communities.
The communities distribute daily digests of the requests and responses from members.

Criteria for Inclusion

Priority was given to a private institution for inclusion in the study. To be included in
the study, the participating institution must have a database of involvement and engagement
behaviors. The list of information that was needed for this study is listed in Appendix D.
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Indicators of Involvement and Engagement

Student Involvement

In this study, the indicators of student involvement include institutionally-reported
membership in a recognized student organization, participation in intercollegiate athletics, or
receiving academic honors and awards at graduation. These indicators were chosen due to the
nature of their involvement. Students may be involved in more than one manner, but
individually, the behaviors are indicators of student involvement.

Alumni Engagement

Alumni engagement is a concept without a widely accepted definition. For this study,
alumni engagement indicators include institutionally-reported alumni giving, event
attendance, volunteer activity, and communications information existence. These indicators
were chosen because of their use throughout the practice of alumni relations and university
advancement.

Data Collection

This study utilized data sets collected from the participating institution. The data set
consists of indicators of student involvement in extracurricular activities and alumni monetary
and non-monetary engagement behaviors. The sample size includes 8,557 cases. This study
specifically looks at the relationship between involvement and engagement existing in young
alumni of the university, as defined in Chapter 1. Only young alumni who received their first

51
undergraduate degree between 2005 and 2014 and are currently under the age of 33 were
considered. Data that was analyzed includes student involvement and alumni
communications, giving, event attendance, and volunteerism data. These data already existed
in the database for the institution. This database acts as the primary source of information for
university advancement staff members to obtain information on alumni and external partners.

Sample Characteristics

The sample for this study included 8,557 alumni under the age of 33 years who
received their first undergraduate degree between 2005 and 2014 from the participating
institution. Table 1 provides the frequencies and relative frequencies for specific
characteristics of the respondents.

Gender

The sample contained 52.4% females and 47.6% males (Table 1). No missing values
existed in this variable. The institution that participated in this research coded gender as a
binary description with only male or female.

Race/Ethnicity

The largest race/ethnic group in the study consisted of those identifying as White/
Caucasian (83.1%). Asian alumni represented 4.6% of the sample. Hispanic/Latino/Latina
alumni represented 3.7% of the sample. Non-Resident Alien alumni represented 3.3% of the
sample. Black/African American alumni represented 2.7% of the sample. Alumni identifying

52
Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Sample
Characteristic
Gender

Male
Female
Total

Frequency
4075
4482
8557

Percent
47.6
52.4
100

Race/Ethnicity

American Indian/Alaska Native
Asian
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino/Latina
Multiple Races
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
Non-Resident Alien
White/Caucasian
Missing
Total

14
395
228
318
181
10
280
6959
172
8557

0.2
4.6
2.7
3.7
2.1
0.1
3.3
81.3
2.0
100

Graduation Recency
(Years Since
Graduation)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Total

849
847
865
871
843
856
865
883
859
819
8557

9.9
9.9
10.1
10.2
9.9
10.0
10.1
10.3
10.0
9.6
100

Academic Program

Business
Education
Fine Arts
Humanities
Social Sciences
STEM
Total

2287
330
219
856
1766
3099
8557

26.7
3.9
2.6
10.0
20.6
36.7
100
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with multiple races represented 2.1% of the sample. American Indiana/Alaska Native alumni
represented 0.2% of the sample. Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander alumni represented
0.1% of the sample. There were 172 missing race/ethnicity values in the data set representing
2.0% of the cases.

Graduation Recency

Only participants receiving their first degree between the years 2005 and 2014 were
included in the study. Engagement data were collected as of July 1, 2015 to ensure that all
participants had the opportunity to demonstrate this attribute as alumni. To calculate recency,
the graduation year was subtracted from 2015. Recency was uniformly distributed in the
study. No missing values existed for this variable.

Academic Program

Participants in the study were organized, based on primary major, into six descriptive
academic programs. Alumni who studied STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and
Mathematics) accounted for 36.2% of the sample. Alumni who studied business represented
26.7% of the sample. Alumni who studied one of the social sciences represented 20.6% of the
sample. Alumni studying in the humanities programs represented 10.0%. Alumni with an
education program represented 3.9% of the sample. Alumni who studied fine arts represented
2.6% of the sample. No missing values existed for this variable.
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ZIP Code and Distance from Campus

In the data set, participants resided in geographical areas represented by 2,876
different zip codes across the United States. There were 320 missing zip codes values in the
data set, representing 3.88% of the cases. To calculate distance from campus, a Google API
program was used to estimate the driving distance between the participant and the campus.
These values were converted to z-scores for purposes of analysis. Participants resided between
0 miles and 4,988 miles from the school that they attended.

Data Analysis

The following sections will discuss the methods that were used for data coding and
data analysis.
Data Coding

The data were first coded with involvement and engagement behaviors being assigned
specific numeric values as shown in Appendix A and Appendix B. Values for the degrees of
involvement and engagement were assigned based on cumulative scoring as shown in
Appendix A and E. The instrument used in this study was developed by a colleague, Reggie
Bustinza, and me in May 2013 for use within our advancement area. Values were assigned to
the previously discussed behaviors. The assigned values were determined based on repeated
tests conducted of sample alumni groups at a similar institution to determine effective
engagement scoring. Behaviors were scored with different values based on factors including
time commitment, financial commitment, or demonstrated level of engagement. The values
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were tested on small sample groups and verified by colleagues within the advancement team
at the institution of our employment. Once the values were verified, the entire alumni
population was scored to determine engagement in giving and non-monetary engagement.
The instrument has been used four times a year beginning in May 2013 to score alumni
engagement at our institution. The instrument, as outlined in this proposal, has also been used
in a pilot study conducted under the direction of Dr. Carrie Kortegast at Northern Illinois
University. The pilot study was conducted using a population from a similar institution as in
this research. The results of the pilot study provide further validation evidence for the
weighted values of the behaviors. These scores were used for this study.
Figure 1 portrays the distribution of the student involvement raw score. The
distribution of the SI score is highly positively skewed with a mean of 4.51 and standard
deviation of 2.82 (Table 2). The student involvement raw scores ranged from 0 to 14.

Figure 1. Histogram of student involvement score distribution.
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics
Variable
Student Involvement Raw Score
Monetary Engagement Raw Score
Non-Monetary Engagement Raw Score

n

Mean

8557
8557
8557

4.51
6.50
12.73

Std.
Deviation
2.82
9.19
6.89

Skewness
1.01
1.36
3.54

Figure 2 portrays the distribution of alumni monetary engagement raw scores. The
distribution of the monetary engagement scores is highly positively skewed with a mean of
6.50 and standard deviation of 9.196 (Table 2). The range of alumni monetary engagement
raw scores varied between 0 and 37.

Figure 2. Histogram of alumni monetary engagement score distribution.
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Figure 3 portrays the distribution of the alumni non-monetary engagement raw score.
The distribution of the non-monetary engagement raw score is highly positively skewed with
a mean of 12.73 and standard deviation of 6.897 (Table 2). The range of alumni nonmonetary engagement raw scores varied between 0 and 107.

Figure 3. Histogram of alumni non-monetary engagement score distribution.

After calculating the raw scores for student involvement, alumni monetary
engagement, and alumni non-monetary engagement the variables were recoded consistent
with the process outlined in chapter 3 and with the values expressed in Appendix E. The
frequency and percentages of the recoded values are portrayed in Table 3. In the sample,
37.1% of participants demonstrated very high levels of student involvement, 49.7% of the
participants had demonstrated no alumni monetary engagement, and 30.8% of the participants
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had demonstrated a high level of alumni non-monetary engagement. The frequencies of the
recoded values are outlined in Table 3.

Table 3
Frequency Distribution of Recoded Variables
Variable
Student Involvement
Coding

Recoded Value
0 – None
1 – Low
2 – Medium
3 – High
4 – Very High
Total

Frequency
144
682
1391
3166
3174
8557

Percent
1.7
8.0
16.3
37.0
37.1
100

Alumni Monetary
Engagement Coding

0 – None
1 – Low
2 – Medium
3 – High
4 – Very High
Total

4252
1445
1212
706
942
8557

49.7
16.9
14.2
8.3
11.0
100

Alumni Non-Monetary
Engagement Coding

0 – None
1 – Low
2 – Medium
3 – High
4 – Very High
Total

68
2395
2510
2634
950
8557

0.8
28.0
29.3
30.8
11.1
100

Responding to Missing Values

In the process of cleaning the data and preparing the variables for analysis, missing
values were identified. Missing values existed in the race/ethnicity variable (172
missing/unknown values constituting 2.0% of the values) and in the zip code variable that
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were used to determine distance from campus (320 missing/unknown values, constituting
3.7% of the values). Once the missing values were identified, I conducted a hot deck
imputation (Myers, 2011) to assign a randomly-determined value in place of the missing
value.

Data Analysis

This study uses two methods to examine the relationship amongst the variables;
ordinal regression and Spearman’s rank correlation. Regression analysis is a form of
statistical analysis that is used to identify relationships amongst variables (Field, 2013). The
regression analysis examines the relationship among one or more predictors and a dependent
variable. Regression analysis can be used with one or more predictors. Spearman’s rank
correlation is used to identify the relationship between two variables (Field, 2013). The
correlation analysis is used to identify the relationship between the non-monetary engagement
and monetary engagement.

Before conducting these tests, descriptive statistics were

computed and frequency distributions constructed from the data. The descriptive statistics
and distributions can be found in Table 1, Table 2, and Table 3.

Variables

The variables in this study include the degrees of student involvement; degrees of
alumni non-monetary engagement, degrees of alumni monetary engagement, gender, type of
student involvement, academic program, ethnicity, and distance from campus (see Table 4).
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Table 4
Variables Used in the Study
Variable
Student Involvement Level
Alumni Monetary Engagement Level
Alumni Non-Monetary Engagement Level
Distance from Campus (in miles)
Graduation Recency
Gender
Race/Ethnicity
Academic Program

Type of Variable
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ratio
Ratio
Nominal
Nominal
Nominal

Ordinal Regression

This method is used to predict an ordinal dependent variable by using one or more
independent variables (Field, 2013). The variables are values or characteristics that are used
to examine a relationship with the dependent variable in the study. Ordinal regression was
used to predict alumni engagement controlling for student involvement, gender, student
involvement type, academic program, race/ethnicity, and distance from campus. In this study,
the dependent variable is alumni engagement (monetary and non-monetary). The independent
variable is student involvement (as referenced in Table 6). In this study, the dependent
variables are ordinal due to the scoring procedure (as shown in Tables 3 and 4). This method
will be used to answer research questions 1, 2, 3, and 4.
Spearman’s Rank Correlation
Spearman’s rank correlation is used to assess the relationship between two interval,
ratio, or ordinal variables (Field, 2014). In this study, the dependent variable is alumni
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monetary engagement. The independent variable is alumni non-monetary engagement. The
Spearman’s rank correlation, in this study, seeks to identify an association between alumni
non-monetary engagement and alumni monetary engagement.

Validity

Internal Validity

Internal validity occurs when the variables used in the research study can
appropriately demonstrate a causal relationship using the research data (Creswell, 2014).
There may be a threat to the validity of this study due to the external experiences of the
alumni from graduation. External experiences may be additional commitments because of
careers, families, or additional priorities. Because alumni from 2005 to 2014 were studied,
there may have been external circumstances that result in either a decreased or increased
motivation for engagement. This threat does not appear to be great enough to the study
considering the control variables that were used.

External Validity

External validity exists when results of a research study are generalizable to a larger
population (Creswell, 2013). In this study, there may be an external threat to validity due to
only one institution being studied. The study involves one institution which may not be
representative of institutions not included in the study. The alumni populations may not be
similar enough to institutions not included in order to provide clear generalizations from the

62
results. Certain steps have been taken to mitigate the potential external threat. The selection
of an institution with a diverse alumni population mitigates the external threat to validity.
Additionally, the study yields results that are helpful for the institution included in the study.

Ethical Issues

As is the case with all research, certain ethical issues need to be considered when
conducting research. This study includes potential ethical issues regarding data collection and
data reporting.

Data Collection

Ethical issues in data collection include the selection of the institution. Because I am
employed at a different institution, a confidentiality agreement was necessary between me and
the participating institution (Appendix F). The ethical issues exist because some of the data
may be proprietary and must not be disclosed in aggregate form to outside persons. There is
also an ethical issue in maintaining anonymity with the data. All identifiable information was
removed from the data set before I received it from the participant institution.

Data Reporting

As previously stated, confidentiality is very important. In addition to the aggregate
data, it is important to maintain confidentiality of the participant institutions. Within the
confidentiality agreement, I agree to not release the name of the institution without prior
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consent from the participant institution. The improper reporting of the data may cause harm
to the participant institution through improper interpretation of the results.

Research Relationship

My interest in this research topic stems from my involvement in the advancement field
for the last four years. Throughout these years, I have developed a broad range of
programming opportunities for alumni engagement. As a member of the profession, I have
been involved and connected to other professionals in various professional associations and
have had conversations with professionals that are dedicated to programming for various
constituent groups. One common theme through these conversations is the unknown
relationship between student involvement and life after graduation, alumni engagement.
These conversations, as well as my same experiences, framed my interest in this research.
To effectively complete this study, relationships were developed with administrators
from the participating institution. These were extremely important relationships. Without the
support of these administrators, I would have been unable to complete my research. The
individuals that I worked with were identified through the recruitment process that was
previously discussed. To develop a direct relationship with these individuals, I reached out to
them to introduce myself and my research topic. These individuals were supportive of my
research because the results provide a positive impact on their institution. In order to ensure
confidentiality with the institution I completed a Confidentiality Agreement for the
representatives. I requested that identifying information be removed from the export and
replaced with a unique identifier to ensure that no duplicate values existed. This ensures
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anonymity of the data. I have also extended an offer to present the results to the
administrators.

Summary
In conclusion, this correlational study used ordinal regression and Spearman’s rank
correlation to identify the relationships between student involvement and subsequent alumni
engagement at a small private institution. Using data that already existed for a small private
institution, the research study used a tool that assigned value to student involvement and
alumni engagement behavior in order to code alumni on a scale of not involved to very highly
involved (0 to 4) for student involvement and not engaged to very highly engaged (0 to 4) for
alumni engagement. Variables included involvement and engagement behaviors, as well as
demographic information (gender, race/ethnicity, academic program, graduation recency, and
distance from campus). Chapter four discusses the results of the study.

CHAPTER4
RESULTS

This chapter discusses the results of the analysis done for this study. As previously
discussed, this study uses ordinal regression to determine the relationship between student
involvement and alumni engagement as well as individual characteristics and alumni
engagement.

Frequencies Summary

The sample included 52.4% females and 47.6% males. Those identifying as
White/Caucasian represented the most frequently represented race/ethnicity in the study
(81.3%). Those not identifying as White race/ethnicity were relatively uniformly distributed
amongst Asian/Pacific Islander (4.7%), Black/African American (2.7%), Hispanic/Latino
(3.8%), and Other/Multiple Races (5.6%). Alumni were uniformly distributed amongst
graduation years from 2005 to 2014. The sample included 36.2% STEM alumni, 26.7%
Business alumni, 20.6% Social Sciences alumni, 10.0% Humanities alumni, 3.9% Education
alumni, and 2.6% Fine Arts alumni. Alumni currently reside between 0 and 4.988 miles from
campus with an average distance of 508.9 miles. Alumni demonstrating high or very high
student involvement represented 74.1% of alumni. Forty-nine percent of alumni
demonstrated no monetary engagement and 41.9% of alumni are high or very highly engaged
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through non-monetary behaviors. Table 5 includes a summary of involvement and
engagement for alumni in the study.

Table 5
Frequency Summary for Involvement and Engagement
Activity

Percent

Involved - Yes
Involved - No

98.3
1.7

Non-Monetary Engagement - Yes
Non-Monetary Engagement - No

99.2
0.8

Monetary Engagement - Yes
Monetary Engagement - No

50.3
49.7

Student Involvement and Alumni Monetary Engagement

Ordinal regression analysis was used to determine the relationship between
undergraduate student involvement and subsequent alumni monetary engagement. Initial
analysis determined there was no indication of high multicollinearity among the predictor
variables (Table 6).

Table 6
Results of Multicollinearity for Monetary Engagement and Associated Variables
Effect
Student Involvement
Graduation Recency
Distance from Campus
Gender
Race/Ethnicity
Academic Program

Tolerance
0.983
0.991
0.993
0.986
0.996
0.998

VIF
1.017
1.009
1.007
1.014
1.004
1.002
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I hypothesized that there would be a relationship between undergraduate student
involvement and subsequent alumni monetary engagement. A test of the proportional odds
assumption indicated that this assumption for the ordinal regression was not met, χ2 (31,575,
N = 8,557) = 33019.815, p < .001. However, this test is known to be very conservative, and
was likely influenced by the large sample size. Thus to assess the proportional odds
assumption in an alternative manner, odds ratios were computed for the effect of student
involvement on monetary engagement for each cumulatively-totaled category of the outcome.
These odds-ratios are shown in Table 7. As can be seen, the successive odds-ratios were very
close in value (with variation within a value of 0.15). Table 8 shows the parameter estimates
for the analysis that uses student involvement to predict subsequent alumni monetary
engagement, controlling for graduation recency, distance to campus, gender, race/ethnicity,
and academic program.

Table 7
Cumulative Frequencies for Monetary Engagement and Associated Odd-Ratios (ORs) for
Effect of Student Involvement on Alumni Monetary Engagement
Monetary Engagement
Category
0 vs. higher
0 to 1 vs. higher
0 to 2 vs. higher
0 to 3 vs. higher
0 to 4 vs. higher

Cumulative frequency
4252
5697
6909
7615
8557

OR for effect
of student involvement
0.772
0.763
0.712
0.655
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Table 8
Results from Ordinal Regression of Monetary Engagement on Student Involvement and Other
Individual Characteristics
Effect
Student Involvement
Graduation Recency
Distance from
Campus
Gender (F)
Gender (M)
RaceEthnicity
(Asian/Pacific
Islander)
Race/Ethnicity
(Black or African
American)
Race/Ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino)
Race/Ethnicity
(Other/Multiple
Races)
Race/Ethnicity
(White)
Academic Program
(Business)
Academic Program
(Education)
Academic Program
(Fine Arts)
Academic Program
(Humanities)
Academic Program
(Social Sciences)
Academic Program
(STEM)

b
0.269
-0.148
-0.550

SE(b)
0.022
0.007
.021

Wald χ2
153.346
396.097
6.891

df
1
1
1

Odds-ratio
1.309
0.862
0.577

p
<.001
<.001
.009

0.115
0a
-0.438

0.043

7.231

1.122

.007

0.103

18.179

1
0
1

0.645

<.001

-0.256

0.129

3.915

1

.048
0.774

-0.255

0.111

5.279

1

0.775

.022

-0.361

0.092

3.915

1

0.697

<.001

0a

0

0.048

0.052

.860

1

1.049

.354

0.010

0.110

.008

1

1.010

.927

-0.205

0.136

2.292

1

0.815

.130

-0.316

0.076

17.276

1

0.729

<.001

-0.149

0.058

6.608

1

0.862

.010

0a

Note: a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.

0
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Results from the ordinal regression showed that, taken together, the full set of
predictors predicted significantly better than the null model, χ2 (13, N=8,557) = 672.798, p <
.001. Values for Nagelkerke’s and McFadden’s pseudo R2 were .081 and .029, respectively.
Additionally, when controlling for the other variables in the model, student involvement
significantly and positively predicted monetary engagement (b = 0.269, p < .001; OR =
1.309). Those who demonstrated greater levels of student involvement showed higher
subsequent levels of monetary engagement.
This analysis determines that when controlling for gender, race/ethnicity, academic
program, graduation recency, and distance from campus, undergraduate students who were
more involved as students demonstrated greater levels of subsequent alumni monetary
engagement. Specifically, each unit increase in student involvement was associated with a
31% increase in the odds of being in a higher level of monetary engagement. When
controlling for the variables, female, more recent, residing closer to campus, White, STEM
alumni demonstrated higher levels of monetary engagement.

Student Involvement and Alumni Non-Monetary Engagement

Ordinal regression analysis was used to determine the relationship between
undergraduate student involvement and subsequent alumni non-monetary engagement.
I hypothesized that there would be a relationship between undergraduate student involvement
and subsequent alumni non-monetary engagement. A test of the proportional odds
assumption indicated that this assumption was met, X2(31,575, N=8,557) = 30602.480, p =
1.00. This test is known to be very conservative, and could have been influenced by the large
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sample size. Thus to assess the proportional odds assumption in an alternative manner, odds
ratios were computed for the effect of student involvement on non-monetary engagement for
each cumulatively-totaled category of the outcome. These odds-ratios are shown in Table 9.
As can be seen, the successive odds-ratios were very close in value (with variation within a
value of 0.11). Table 10 shows the parameter estimates for the analysis that uses student
involvement to predict subsequent alumni non-monetary engagement, controlling for
graduation recency, distance from campus, gender, race/ethnicity, and academic program.

Table 9
Cumulative Frequencies for Non-Monetary Engagement and Associated Odd-Ratios (ORs)
for Effect of Student Involvement on Non-Monetary Engagement
Non-Monetary Engagement
Category
0 vs. higher
0 to 1 vs. higher
0 to 2 vs. higher
0 to 3 vs. higher
0 to 4 vs. higher

Cumulative frequency
68
2372
4973
7607
8557

OR for effect
of student involvement
0.767
0.767
0.714
0.652

Results from the ordinal regression showed that, taken together, the full set of
predictors predicted significantly better than the null model, χ2(13, N=8,557) = 479.901, p <
.001. Values for Nagelkerke’s and McFadden’s pseudo R2 were .058 and .021, respectively.
Additionally, when controlling for the other variables in the model, student involvement
significantly and positively predicted non-monetary engagement (b = 0.311, p < .001; OR =
1.364). Those who demonstrated greater levels of student involvement showed higher
subsequent levels of non-monetary engagement.
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Table 10
Results from Ordinal Regression of Non-Monetary Engagement on Student Involvement and
Other Individual Characteristics
Effect
Student Involvement
Graduation Recency
Distance from
Campus
Gender (F)
Gender (M)
Race/Ethnicity
(Asian/Pacific
Islander)
Race/Ethnicity
(Black or African
American)
Race/Ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino)
Race/Ethnicity
(Other/Multiple
Races)
Race/Ethnicity
(White)
Academic Program
(Business)
Academic Program
(Education)
Academic Program
(Fine Arts)
Academic Program
(Humanities)
Academic Program
(Social Sciences)
Academic Program
(STEM)

b
0.311
-0.059
-0.022

SE(b)
0.020
0.007
0.020

Wald χ2
236.267
72.792
1.229

df
1
1
1

0.275
0a
-0.237

0.041

44.621

0.092

6.581

1
0
1

-0.216

0.121

3.195

1

Odds-ratio
1.364
0.942
0.978

p
<.001
<.001
.268

1.317

<.001

0.789

.010

.074
0.805

-0.072

0.104

0.486

1

0.931

.486

-0.286

0.086

10.979

1

0.751

.001

0a

0

0.435

0.050

75.208

1

1.545

<.001

-0.030

0.107

0.082

1

0.970

.775

0.257

0.128

4.061

1

1.293

.044

0.016

0.071

0.048

1

1.016

.826

0.135

0.055

5.952

1

1.145

.015

0a

Note: a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.

0
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This analysis determines that when controlling for gender, race/ethnicity, academic
program, graduation recency, and distance from campus, undergraduate students who were
more involved as students demonstrated greater levels of subsequent alumni monetary
engagement. Specifically, each unit increase in student involvement was associated with a
36% increase in the odds of being in a higher level of monetary engagement. When
controlling for the variables, female, more recent, White, and STEM alumni demonstrated
higher levels of non-monetary engagement.

Individual Characteristics and Alumni Monetary Engagement

In this study, individual characteristics included gender, graduation recency, distance
from campus, race/ethnicity, and academic program. Table 8 provides the effects for the
individual characteristics considered in this research question. Results from this analysis
show that, when controlling for other variables in the model (including student involvement),
graduation recency (b = -0.148, p < .001; OR = 0.862), distance from campus (b = -0.55, p =
.009; OR = 0.577), and gender (b = 0.115, p = .007; OR = 1.122), significantly predicted
alumni monetary engagement. Race/Ethnicity [χ2(4, N=8,557) = 775.252, p < .001] and
academic program [χ2(5, N=8,557) = 896.729, p < .001] also were significant predictors of
this outcome.
Examining race/ethnicity more closely, compared to the reference race/ethnicity
(White), Asian/Pacific Islander race/ethnicity (b = -0.438, p < .001; OR = 0.645), Black or
African American race/ethnicity (b = -0.256, p = 0.048; OR = 0.774), Hispanic or Latino
race/ethnicity (b = -0.255, p = .022; OR = 0.775), Other/Multiple race/ethnicity (b = -0.361, p
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< .001; OR = 0.697) showed lower monetary engagement. Examining academic program
more precisely, Humanities academic program (b = -0.316, p < .001; OR = 0.729), and Social
Sciences academic program (b = -0.149, p = .010; OR = 0.862) showed significantly lower
predicted monetary engagement than the reference program (STEM). Specifically, females,
more recent graduates, those residing further from campus, those of non-White race/ethnicity,
and those in non-STEM fields showed less monetary engagement than their comparison peers.

Individual Characteristics and Alumni Non-Monetary Engagement

Table 10 provides the effects for the individual characteristics considered in this
research question. Results from this analysis show that, when controlling for other variables
in the model (including student involvement), graduation recency (b = -0.059, p < .001; OR =
0.942), and gender (b = 0.275, p <.001; OR = 1.317), significantly predicted non-monetary
engagement. Additionally, race/ethnicity [χ2(5, N=8,557) = 104.553, p < .001] , and academic
program [χ2(4, N=8,557) = 39.125, p < .001] were significant predictors of this outcome.
Examining ethnicity more closely, Asian/Pacific Islander race/ethnicity (b = -0.237, p = .010;
OR = 0.789), and Other/Multiple Races race/ethnicity (b = -0.286, p = .001; OR = 0.751),
showed lower engagement than the reference race/ethnicity (White). Business academic
programs (b = 0.435, p < .001; OR = 1.545), Fine Arts academic programs (b = 0.257, p =
.044; OR = 1.293), and Social Sciences academic program (b = 0.135, p = .015; OR = 1.145)
showed higher non-monetary engagement than the reference category (STEM). Specifically,
males, more recent graduates, those of non-White race/ethnicity, and those in STEM fields
showed less non-monetary engagement than their comparison peers.
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Moderating Effects with Student Involvement

Based on the initial regression results, the ordinal regression was also completed using
the gender, race/ethnicity, and academic program variables as potential moderators of the
relationship between student involvement and monetary/non-monetary engagement.

Moderating Effects on Monetary Engagement

Gender

Results from the ordinal regression with gender moderating the relationship between
student involvement and monetary engagement showed that, taken together, the full set of
predictors significantly predicted better than the null model, χ2 (14, N=8,557) = 672.826, p <
.001. Values for Nagelkerke’s and McFadden’s pseudo R2 were .081 and .029, respectively.
These values were consistent with the findings from the previous regression without the
interaction. Table 11 includes the parameter estimates for the analysis that uses gender to
moderate the relationship between student involvement and alumni monetary engagement.
This analysis showed no significant moderating effect of gender on the relationship between
student involvement and alumni monetary engagement (b =- 0.007, p = .868).

Race/Ethnicity

Results from the ordinal regression with race/ethnicity moderating the relationship
between student involvement and monetary engagement showed that, taken together, the full
set of predictors significantly predicted better than the null model, χ2 (17, N=8,557) =
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Table 11
Results from Ordinal Regression of Monetary Engagement on Student Involvement and Other
Individual Characteristics (Gender Moderating Variable)
Effect
Gender (F)
Gender (M)
Race/Ethnicity
(Asian/Pacific
Islander)
Race/Ethnicity
(Black or African
American)
Race/Ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino)
Race/Ethnicity
(Other/Multiple
Races)
Race/Ethnicity
(White)
Academic Program
(Business)
Academic Program
(Education)
Academic Program
(Fine Arts)
Academic Program
(Humanities)
Academic Program
(Social Sciences)
Academic Program
(STEM)
Student Involvement
Graduation Recency
Distance from
Campus
Gender (F) x Student
Involvement

b
0.116
0a
-0.439

SE(b)
0.043

Wald χ2
7.237

0.103

18.197

df
1
0
1

-0.256

0.189

3.924

1

Odds-ratio
1.123

p
.007

0.645

<.001

.048
0.700

-0.255

0.111

5.290

1

0.775

.021

-0.362

0.092

15.491

1

0.696

<.001

0a

0

0.048

0.052

0.850

1

1.049

.357

0.010

0.110

0.008

1

1.010

.930

-0.206

0.136

2.303

1

1.229

.129

-0.316

0.076

17.277

1

0.729

<.001

-0.149

0.058

6.622

1

0a

0862

.010

0

0.272
-0.148
-0.056

0.030
0.007
0.021

81.999
395.830
6.903

1
1
1

1.313
0.862
0.946

<.001
<.001
.009

-0.007

0.043

0.028

1

0.993

.868

Note: a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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675.800, p < .001. Values for Nagelkerke’s and McFadden’s pseudo R2 were .081 and .029,
respectively. These values were consistent with the findings from the previous regression
without the moderation effects. Table 12 includes the parameter estimates for the analysis
that uses race/ethnicity to moderate the relationship between student involvement and alumni
monetary engagement. This analysis showed no significant moderating effect of
race/ethnicity on the relationship between student involvement and alumni monetary
engagement (Asian/Pacific Islander race/ethnicity b = 0.127, p = .267; Black/African
American race/ethnicity b = -0.160, p = .225; Hispanic/Latino race ethnicity b = -0.046, p =
.694; Other/Multiple Races race/ethnicity b = 0.003, p = .978).

Academic Program

Results from the ordinal regression with academic program moderating the
relationship between student involvement and monetary engagement showed that, taken
together, the full set of predictors significantly predicted better than the null model, χ2 (18,
N=8,557) = 674.713, p < .001. Values for Nagelkerke’s and McFadden’s pseudo R2 were
.081 and .029, respectively. These values were consistent with the findings from the previous
regression without the moderation effects. Table 13 includes the parameter estimates for the
analysis that uses academic program to moderate the relationship between student
involvement and alumni monetary engagement. This analysis showed no significant
moderating effect of academic program on the relationship between student involvement and
alumni monetary engagement (Business academic programs b = -0.023, p = .685; Education
academic programs b = -0.036, p = .767; Fine Arts academic programs b = -0.055, p = .680;
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Table 12
Results from Ordinal Regression of Monetary Engagement on Student Involvement and Other
Individual Characteristics (Race/Ethnicity Moderating Variable)
Effect
Gender (F)
Gender (M)
Race/Ethnicity
(Asian/Pacific Islander)

b
0.115
0a
-0.444

SE(b)
0.043

Wald χ2
7.145

0.104

Race/Ethnicity (Black
or African American)
Race/Ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino)
Race/Ethnicity
(Other/Multiple Races)

-0.256

Race/Ethnicity (White)
Academic Program
(Business)
Academic Program
(Education)
Academic Program
(Fine Arts)
Academic Program
(Humanities)
Academic Program
(Social Sciences)
Academic Program
(STEM)
Student Involvement
Graduation Recency
Distance from Campus
Race/Ethnicity
(Asian/Pac. Isl.) x
Student Involvement
Race/Ethnicity
(Black/Afr. Am.) x
Student Involvement
Race/Ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino) x
Student Involvement
Race/Ethnicity
(Other/Multiple Races)
x Student Inv.

Odds-ratio
1.122

p
.008

18.275

df
1
0
1

0.641

<.001

0.129

3.949

1

0.774

.047

-0.259

0.112

5.402

1

0.772

.020

-0.361

0.092

15.447

1

0.699

<.001

0a
0.049

0.052

0.897

0
1

1.050

.344

0.012

0.110

0.011

1

1.012

.916

-0.205

0.136

2.284

1

0.815

.131

-0.341

0.076

17.053

1

0.731

<.001

-0.149

0.058

6.607

1

0.862

.010

0a

0

0.270
-0.148
-0.056
0.127

0.024
0.007
0.021
0.114

131.779
395.361
6.980
1.234

1
1
1
1

1.309
0.862
0.946
1.135

<.001
<.001
.008
.267

-0.160

0.132

1.471

1

0.052

.225

-0.046

0.117

0.155

1

0.955

.694

0.003

0.097

0.001

1

1.003

.978

Note: a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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Table 13
Results from Ordinal Regression of Monetary Engagement on Student Involvement and Other
Individual Characteristics (Academic Program Moderating Variable)
Effect
Gender (F)
Gender (M)
Race/Ethnicity
(Asian/Pacific Islander)
Race/Ethnicity (Black
or African American)
Race/Ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino)
Race/Ethnicity
(Other/Multiple Races)
Race/Ethnicity (White)
Academic Program
(Business)
Academic Program
(Education)
Academic Program
(Fine Arts)
Academic Program
(Humanities)
Academic Program
(Social Sciences)
Academic Program
(STEM)
Student Involvement
Graduation Recency
Distance from Campus
Academic Program
(Business) x Student
Involvement
Academic Program
(Education) x Student
Involvement
Academic Program
(Fine Arts) x Student
Involvement
Academic Program
(Humanities) x Student
Involvement.
Academic Program
(Social Sciences) x
Student Involvement

b
0.115
0a
-0.440

SE(b)
0.043

Wald χ2
7.116

0.103

-0.255

Odds-ratio
1.122

p
.008

18.303

df
1
0
1

0.644

<.001

0.129

3.885

1

0.775

.022

-0.255

0.111

5.279

1

0.775

.022

-0.361

0.092

15.453

1

0.697

<.001

0a
0.050

0.052

0.907

0
1

1.051

.341

0.013

0.111

0.014

1

1.013

.907

-0.202

0.136

2.214

1

0.817

.137

-0.308

0.076

16.304

1

0.735

<.001

-0.148

0.058

6.449

1

0.862

.011

0a

0

0.294
-0.147
.056
-0.023

0.036
0.007
0.021
0.056

67.804
394.934
6.896
0.164

1
1
1
1

1.342
0.863
0.946
0.977

<.001
<.001
.009
.685

-0.036

0.122

0.088

1

0.965

.767

-0.055

0.133

0.170

1

0.946

.680

-0.102

0.075

1.839

1

0.903

.175

-0.030

.057

0.279

1

0.970

.597

Note: a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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Humanities academic programs b = -0.102, p = .175; Social Sciences academic programs b =
-0.030, p = .597).

Moderating Effects on Non-Monetary Engagement

Gender

Results from the ordinal regression with gender moderating the relationship between
student involvement and non-monetary engagement showed that, taken together, the full set
of predictors significantly predicted better than the null model, χ2 (14, N=8,557) = 480.603, p
< .001. Values for Nagelkerke’s and McFadden’s pseudo R2 were .058 and .021, respectively,
for the analysis with gender moderating the relationship between student involvement and
non-monetary engagement, which demonstrates no increase over the model with no
interaction effects.
Table 14 includes the parameter estimates for the analysis that uses gender to
moderate the relationship between student involvement and alumni non-monetary
engagement. This analysis showed no significant moderating effect of gender on the
relationship between student involvement and alumni monetary engagement (b = -0.030, p =
.597).
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Table 14
Results from Ordinal Regression of Non-Monetary Engagement on Student Involvement and
Other Individual Characteristics (Gender Moderating Variable)
Effect
Gender (F)
Gender (M)
Race/Ethnicity
(Asian/Pacific
Islander)
Race/Ethnicity
(Black or African
American)
Race/Ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino)
Race/Ethnicity
(Other/Multiple
Races)
Race/Ethnicity
(White)
Academic Program
(Business)
Academic Program
(Education)
Academic Program
(Fine Arts)
Academic Program
(Humanities)
Academic Program
(Social Sciences)
Academic Program
(STEM)
Student Involvement
Graduation Recency
Distance from
Campus
Gender F x Student
Involvement

b
0.275
0a
-0.238

SE(b)
0.041

Wald χ2
44.543

0.092

6.623

df
1
0
1

-0.218

0.121

3.250

1

Odds-ratio
1.317

p
<.001

0.788

.010

.071
0.804

-0.073

0.164

0.501

1

0.929

.479

-0.286

0.086

11.022

1

0.751

.001

0a

0

0.435

0.050

74.816

1

1.545

<.001

-0.031

0.107

0.085

1

0.969

.770

0.254

0.128

3.947

1

1.289

.047

0.016

0.071

0.050

1

1.016

.823

0.134

0.055

5.886

1

1.143

.015

0a

0

0.327
-0.059
-0.022

0.028
0.007
0.020

136.340
72.600
1.264

1
1
1

1.387
0.943
0.978

<.001
<.001
0.261

-0.033

0.040

0.698

1

0.968

.404

Note: a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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Race/Ethnicity

Results from the ordinal regression with race/ethnicity moderating the relationship
between student involvement and non-monetary engagement showed that, taken together, the
full set of predictors significantly predicted better than the null model, χ2 (17, N=8,557) =
483.860, p < .001. Values for Nagelkerke’s and McFadden’s pseudo R2 were .059 and .021,
respectively, for the analysis with race/ethnicity moderating the relationship between student
involvement and alumni monetary engagement, which demonstrates a slight increase (.01) in
the Nagelkerke’s pseudo R2 over the model without the interaction effects.
Table 15 includes the parameter estimates for the analysis that uses race/ethnicity to
moderate the relationship between student involvement and alumni non-monetary
engagement. This analysis showed no significant moderating effect of race/ethnicity on the
relationship between student involvement and alumni monetary engagement (Asian/Pacific
Islander race/ethnicity b = 0.155, p = .106; Black/African American race/ethnicity b = -0.028,
p = .822; Hispanic/Latino race ethnicity b = -0.108, p = .307; Other/Multiple Races
race/ethnicity b = 0.036, p = .680).

Academic Program

Results from the ordinal regression with academic program moderating the relationship
between student involvement and non-monetary engagement showed that, taken together, the
full set of predictors significantly predicted better than the null model, χ2 (18, N=8,557) =
482.139, p < .001. Values for Nagelkerke’s and McFadden’s pseudo R2 were .059 and .021,
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Table 15
Results from Ordinal Regression of Non-Monetary Engagement on Student Involvement and
Other Individual Characteristics (Race/Ethnicity Moderating Variable)
Effect
Gender (F)
Gender (M)
Race/Ethnicity
(Asian/Pacific Islander)

b
0.275
0a
-0.231

SE(b)
0.041

Wald χ2
44.464

0.093

Race/Ethnicity (Black
or African American)
Race/Ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino)
Race/Ethnicity
(Other/Multiple Races)

-0.218

Race/Ethnicity (White)
Academic Program
(Business)
Academic Program
(Education)
Academic Program
(Fine Arts)
Academic Program
(Humanities)
Academic Program
(Social Sciences)
Academic Program
(STEM)
Student Involvement
Graduation Recency
Distance from Campus
Race/Ethnicity
(Asian/Pac. Isl.) x
Student Involvement
Race/Ethnicity
(Black/Afr. Am.) x
Student Involvement
Race/Ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino) x
Student Involvement
Race/Ethnicity
(Other/Multiple Races)
x Student Inv.

Odds-ratio
1.317

p
<.001

6.171

df
1
0
1

0.794

.013

0.121

3.254

1

0.804

.071

-0.096

0.105

0.837

1

0.908

.360

-0.285

0.086

10.905

1

0.752

.001

0a
0.437

0.050

75.534

0
1

1.548

<.001

-0.030

0.107

0.078

1

0.970

.780

0.259

0.128

4.120

1

1.296

.042

0.017

0.071

0.058

1

1.017

.809

0.136

0.055

6.078

1

1.146

.014

0a

0

0.307
-0.059
-0.022
0.155

0.022
0.007
0.020
0.096

193.913
72.888
1.248
2.610

1
1
1
1

1.359
0.943
0.978
1.168

<.001
<.001
.265
.106

-0.028

0.122

0.051

1

0.972

.822

-0.108

0.105

1.045

1

0.898

.307

0.036

0.088

0.170

1

1.037

.680

Note: a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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respectively, for the analysis with academic program moderating the relationship between
student involvement and alumni non-monetary engagement, which demonstrates a slight
increase (.01) in the Nagelkerke’s pseudo R2 over the model with no interaction effects. Table
16 includes the parameter estimates for the analysis that uses academic program to moderate
the relationship between student involvement and alumni non-monetary engagement. This
analysis showed no significant moderating effect of academic program on the relationship
between student involvement and alumni monetary engagement (Business academic programs
b = 0.059, p = .267; Education academic programs b = 0.076, p = .511; Fine Arts academic
programs b = 0.009, p = .939; Humanities academic programs b = -0.026, p = .701; Social
Sciences academic programs b = 0.003, p = .949).

Non-Monetary Engagement and Monetary Engagement
Spearman’s correlation was calculated to determine the relationship between alumni
non-monetary engagement and alumni monetary engagement. A significant, moderate,
positive relationship exists between alumni non-monetary engagement and alumni monetary
engagement (r = 0.330, p < 001). Higher levels of non-monetary engagement are associated
with higher levels of monetary engagement. Alumni demonstrating a higher level of nonmonetary engagement would be more likely to demonstrate higher levels of monetary
engagement.
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Table 16
Results from Ordinal Regression of Non-Monetary Engagement on Student Involvement and
Other Individual Characteristics (Academic Program Moderating Variable)
Effect
Gender (F)
Gender (M)
Race/Ethnicity
(Asian/Pacific Islander)
Race/Ethnicity (Black
or African American)
Race/Ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino)
Race/Ethnicity
(Other/Multiple Races)
Race/Ethnicity (White)
Academic Program
(Business)
Academic Program
(Education)
Academic Program
(Fine Arts)
Academic Program
(Humanities)
Academic Program
(Social Sciences)
Academic Program
(STEM)
Student Involvement
Graduation Recency
Distance from Campus
Academic Program
(Business) x Student
Involvement
Academic Program
(Education) x Student
Involvement
Academic Program
(Fine Arts) x Student
Involvement
Academic Program
(Humanities) x Student
Involvement.
Academic Program
(Social Sciences) x
Student Involvement

b
0.276
0a
-0.235

SE(b)
0.130

Wald χ2
1436.675

0.092

-0.216

Odds-ratio
1.318

p
<.001

6.483

df
1
0
1

0.791

.011

0.121

3.169

1

0.806

.075

-0.069

0.104

0.446

1

0.933

.504

-0.086

0.086

10.974

1

0.918

.001

0a
0.433

0.050

73.944

0
1

1.542

<.001

-0.035

0.107

0.107

1

0.966

.743

0.256

0.128

4.027

1

1.290

.045

0.017

0.071

0.055

1

1.017

.814

0.132

0.056

5.646

1

1.141

.017

0a

0

0.296
-0.059
-0.021
0.059

0.033
0.007
0.020
0.053

78.700
72.813
1.168
1.231

1
1
1
1

1.344
0.943
0.979
1.061

<.001
<.001
.280
.267

0.076

0.116

0.433

1

1.079

.511

0.009

0.120

0.006

1

1.009

.939

-0.026

0.069

0.147

1

0.974

.701

0.003

0.053

0.004

1

1.003

.949

Note: a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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Summary

This study used regression analysis to determine the relationship between
undergraduate student involvement and subsequent alumni monetary engagement.
Demographic variables were also considered for the analysis to determine predictors of
alumni monetary and non-monetary engagement. Highly involved, female, more recent
graduates, those residing closet to campus, and White persons demonstrate higher levels of
alumni monetary engagement than their comparison groups. Humanities and Social Science
graduates showed less monetary engagement than STEM majors. Highly-involved, female,
more recent graduates demonstrated higher levels of non-monetary engagement than their
comparison groups. Chapter 5 summarizes and discusses the results of this study, including
implications and further research.

CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this research is to examine the relationship between undergraduate
student involvement and subsequent alumni engagement. This study is significant because of
the challenges facing private colleges and universities to balance the need to maintain
affordability with the need to increase revenue. In order to overcome these challenges,
colleges and universities are being challenged now more than ever to find additional revenue
streams to support student scholarships and operational budgets. Identifying a relationship
between student involvement and subsequent alumni engagement can provide further
justification for resource allocation for student involvement and alumni non-monetary
engagement. Using ordinal regression, this study identifies those relationships. This chapter
provides a brief overview of the study, highlights the key findings of the study, implications
for theory and practice, recommendations from the research, limitations of the research, and
suggested future research.

Discussion of the Results

As discussed in Chapter4, student involvement and alumni non-monetary engagement
were found to be significant, positive predictors of subsequent alumni monetary engagement.
Student involvement was also found to be a significant, positive predictor of subsequent

87
alumni non-monetary engagement. The following will discuss the key findings in the
research pertaining to alumni monetary and non-monetary engagement.

Undergraduate Student Involvement is Associated
with Increased Alumni Engagement

Alumni who were more involved as students were more likely to maintain higher
levels of engagement as alumni. Student involvement was found to be a significant, positive
predictor of subsequent alumni engagement. Each unit increase in student involvement was
associated with a 31% increase in the odds of being in a higher level of alumni monetary
engagement. Alumni who demonstrated higher levels of student involvement as
undergraduate students also demonstrated higher levels of alumni monetary engagement.
This finding was anticipated and is supported by findings from Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995),
Masterson (2010), Okenude et al. (1994), Stuart et al. (2011), and Sun et al. (2007), which
identified a positive relationship between student involvement and alumni engagement.
Social identity theory suggests that a person is motivated by their sense of who they
are based on the experiences as a member of a group (Tajfel, 1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1985).
The theory provides a lens in which to view the experiences of alumni from an institution, as
extended by Mael and Ashforth (1992). Experiences as a student can contribute to positive
feelings of the institution as an alumnus/a. These positive feelings, as explained by Mael and
Ashforth (1992), provide a context for alumni to develop a level of engagement. In this study,
positive feelings were presumably manifested during college through engagement behaviors.
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Alumni who demonstrated higher levels of student involvement were more likely to
exhibit higher levels of alumni engagement (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995). Satisfaction with
the undergraduate experience correlates to an increase in alumni engagement (McDearmon,
2012; McDearmon & Shirley, 2009). Because involvement has a direct impact on a positive
student experience, the relationship between student involvement and alumni engagement
should be a significant consideration for alumni relations professionals (Masterson, 2010;
Stuart et al., 2011). The significant, positive relationship between student involvement and
subsequent alumni engagement may be due to the high level of student involvement at the
participant institution. In this study, 74.1% of young alumni had demonstrated high or very
high levels of undergraduate student involvement. This high level of student involvement can
be attributed to the culture of student involvement that was developed and fostered by the
participant institution. Fifty percent of alumni demonstrated some monetary engagement,
which could be the influence of the relationship between student involvement and subsequent
alumni monetary engagement.
In addition to finding a relationship between student involvement and alumni
engagement, there was a significant, positive relationship between student involvement and
subsequent alumni non-monetary engagement. Each unit increase in student involvement was
associated with a 36% increase in the odds of being in a higher level of alumni non-monetary
engagement. This may be due to the fact that only 29% of alumni demonstrated none or low
levels of non-monetary engagement. This finding was also anticipated and is supported by
Fleming et al. (2006) which explained that non-monetary engagement is necessary in order to
experience positive monetary engagement amongst young alumni. Drawing upon social
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identity theory, alumni are more likely to maintain affinity and engagement with an
organization that they believe provided a beneficial experience. Since 98% of alumni
demonstrated some level of student involvement, it is likely that the participant institution
provides a culture of student involvement which would lead to a positive student experience
by most graduating students (Masterson, 2010; Stuart et al., 2011) which would, in turn, result
in a higher level of alumni engagement.
Similar to alumni monetary engagement, the results provide justification for the
ongoing programming that is provided to alumni who targets those alumni who were highly
involved as students. Alumni relations professionals already reach out to student affairs
professionals for help in identifying potential board members, classroom speakers, or alumni
who would be highly regarded because of student involvement. This research validates these
practices and provides additional evidence to increase this collaboration.
Non-monetary engagement activities provide opportunities for the alumnus/a to
demonstrate engagement and stay connected but also for the students that may be interacting
with those alumni. Events provide opportunities for alumni to maintain a connection to the
institution and their peers. Whether the event is athletics related, networking focused, or a
social function, alumni are interacting with each other and maintaining a connection with the
institution. Volunteer opportunities allow alumni to give of their time and talent to the
students that are following in their footsteps. Communications keep alumni connected to the
institution. Each of these independently has value for the institution. Collectively, these
engagement opportunities provide significant value for the institution and students that are
being served.
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These findings are consistent with Astin (1984), Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995),
Masterson (2010), McDearmon (2012), McDearmon and Shirley (2009), Okenude et al.
(1994), Stuart et al. (2011), and Sun et al. (2007) in finding that aspects of student
involvement provide a positive indicator of alumni engagement. These findings support the
need for a strong collaboration between alumni relations and student services at the
institution. A strong collaboration between these units can contribute, as supported by the
research, to the experiences of both students and alumni.

Proximity Increases Giving but Not Non-Monetary Engagement

Alumni who live closer to campus were more likely to demonstrate monetary
engagement. There was a significant, negative relationship between distance from campus
and alumni monetary engagement. Each standard deviation increase in distance was
associated with a 43% increase in the likelihood of being in a lower level of monetary
engagement. Alumni living closer to campus were more likely to demonstrate higher levels
of monetary engagement. The relationship between distance from campus and alumni
monetary engagement may be the result of 15% of the young alumni population residing
within a 150-mile radius, representing an approximate three-hour driving distance. For
example, an alumnus/a residing 15 miles from the campus is more likely to give to the
institution than an alumnus/a residing 200 miles from the campus. Alumni who live closer to
campus may feel a closer connection to the campus. They may also be able to attend more
events or volunteer activities on campus. Attendance at these events and service through
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these volunteer activities are a positive indicator of alumni giving. Alumni who are able to
engage more aside from giving are more likely to give.
The negative relationship of proximity from campus with monetary engagement is
consistent with findings that alumni residing closer to campus demonstrate a higher likelihood
of alumni giving (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Gaier, 2005). This relates to social identity
theory because alumni residing further from campus may have less exposure and connection
to the institution through non-monetary engagement, which influences monetary engagement.
Without this connection, proximity may cause the alumnus/a to disassociate their membership
from the institution.
The relationship between distance from campus and alumni non-monetary engagement
was not found to be statistically significant. This finding indicates that while alumni residing
closer to campus may be more likely to volunteer or attend events, that result is not
statistically significant. This may be the result of regional programming which provides
alumni an opportunity to engage with the institution closer to their residence. This may also
be because of regional programming opportunities for alumni to demonstrate engagement
from afar. Since communications engagement does not require proximity, the distance to
campus may not impact this behavior.

More Recently-Graduated Alumni Are More Likely to Give

Alumni who graduated more recently were more likely to give to the institution.
There is a significant, negative relationship between years since graduation and alumni
engagement. Each unit increase in years since graduation was associated with a 14% increase
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in the likelihood of being in a lower level of alumni monetary engagement. Each unit
increase in graduation recency was associated with a 6% increase in the likelihood of being in
a lower level of alumni non-monetary engagement. Alumni who graduated more recent are
more likely to be in a higher level of monetary and non-monetary engagement. Alumni were
less likely to give each year that passed since their graduation. Alumni were more likely to
give or demonstrate non-monetary engagement their first year after graduation. Overall,
50.3% of the alumni in the study had given to the institution in the past three years.
These findings are contradictory to the research that found alumni graduating less
recent are more likely to give (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Lindahl & Winship, 1995).
Consistent with social identity theory, alumni may have stronger connection with their
undergraduate student experiences; whereas, alumni who have been out of college for a few
years may not feel as connected to their college experiences. Using social identity theory, the
decrease in the likelihood of demonstrating alumni engagement would explain that alumni are
disqualifying their experiences and choosing to associate with other organizations (Tajfel,
1974). Reasons for the increased likelihood of alumni engagement immediately after
graduating may include a class gift campaign or strong encouragement of new donors. These
findings support the encouragement of class giving and student-based philanthropy. The
findings also support the need for stewardship campaigns for young alumni. To build upon
that strong engagement, alumni relations professionals should maintain programming levels
and communication, consistent with the findings in this study. This provides an opportunity
to discuss and analyze how stewarding occurs of the most recent alumni to maintain higher
levels of engagement.
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Women Are More Engaged Then Men
Women were more likely to engage with the institution than men. There is a
significant, positive relationship between gender and alumni monetary engagement. Females
are 12.2% more likely to give to the university than males. There is a significant, positive
relationship between gender and alumni non-monetary engagement. Females are 31.7% more
likely to engage using non-monetary vehicles than male alumni. This is significant because it
challenges some prior research that found that males are more engaged than females.
Prior research regarding gender and alumni giving has been inconsistent. While some
studies indicate females are more likely to give (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Dvorak, 2012;
Holmes, Meditz, & Summers, 2008), other studies found that males are more likely to give to
their alma mater (Okenude et al., 1994). In this study, females were engaging with the
institution more than males, which signifies that females volunteer more, attend more events,
are better able to be communicated with by the institution, and more likely to give than males.
The study did not determine the extent of the impact due to size of the gifts, time committed
to volunteer activities, or extent of leadership responsibilities as a volunteer. This information
was not used through the study. Using social identity theory, females may be perceiving a
greater benefit to their social identity (Tajfel, 1974). While students, females may have been
involved in organizations that developed a greater sense of social identity as it relates to
giving back to those that make a difference in your life. Females may also have a greater
affinity for the institution.
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Alumni of Color Give at Lower Rates than White Alumni

Alumni identifying as Non-White give at lower rates than those alumni identifying as
White/Caucasian. Alumni identifying as Asian/Pacific Islander were the least likely to
demonstrate monetary engagement with the institution. There is a significant relationship
between race/ethnicity and alumni engagement. The relationship between race/ethnicity and
alumni monetary engagement is statistically significant. The relationship between
race/ethnicity and alumni monetary engagement contradicts the findings from Diehl (2007),
who found that Asian/Pacific Islander and Black/African American alumni were more likely
to demonstrate higher levels of monetary engagement than other races or ethnicities.
This finding may be the result of the demographic distribution of the sample. In this
study, 81.3% of participants identified as White/Caucasian and 18.7% of the sample identified
as non-White. The substantial difference in number of White and non-White participants in
the sample could impact the results. Using social identity theory, alumni of Color could have
less affinity for the institution. The result may also be due to the number of multicultural
organizations at the institution.

Alumni of Color Are Less Engaged than White Alumni

Asian/Pacific Islander and Other/Multiple Races alumni were less likely to attend
events, volunteer, and be able to communicate more than alumni identifying as nonWhite/Caucasian races or ethnicities. Alumni of color, in general, demonstrated a greater
likelihood of non-monetary engagement than White/Caucasian alumni. The Asian/Pacific

95
Islander and Other/Multiple Races variables were found to have a statistically significant
relationship with alumni non-monetary engagement when calculated independently. The
Asian/Pacific Islander ethnicity was associated with a 21% increase in the likelihood of being
in a lower level of non-monetary engagement. The Other/Multiple Races ethnicity was
associated with a 25% increase in the likelihood of being in a lower level of non-monetary
engagement.
The relationship between race/ethnicity and non-monetary engagement is consistent
with the findings from Sun et al., (2007) and Diehl (2007) in determining that ethnicity is a
significant predictor of alumni non-monetary engagement. These results may be impacted by
the low percentage of non-white alumni. Eighty-three percent of the alumni in the sample
identified as White/Caucasian which indicates that only 18.7% of the sample identified as a
non-White/Caucasian race/ethnicity. These findings may also be impacted by the number of
multicultural organizations that students have the opportunity to join. Greater number of
opportunities could result in a greater number of students taking advantage of these
opportunities. These findings further support the existence of strong collaboration between
alumni relations and multicultural services offices. As previously mentioned, there is a lack
of research discussing the relationship between race/ethnicity and alumni engagement. The
lack of empirical data may be due to the lack of tracking race or ethnicity in alumni databases.
As discussed in Sun et al. (2007), there is a lack of accurate data tracking for advancement
offices.
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Academic Program is Related to Alumni Engagement

There was a statistically significant relationship between academic program and
alumni engagement. Humanities and Social Sciences majors demonstrated lower levels of
monetary engagement compared to STEM majors. Business, Fine Arts, and Social Sciences
Alumni demonstrated higher levels of non-monetary engagement compared to STEM majors.
The significance may be attributed to involvement in specific student organizations.
These findings support and contradict Gaier (2005). In support of Gaier (2005),
Business alumni were more likely to give to the institution. Contradictory to Gaier (2005),
STEM alumni also had a higher likelihood of being in a higher level of alumni monetary
engagement. Gaier (2005) conducted the research study using alumni from a large, public,
research institution. The differences between that institution and the institution in this sample
may provide context for the disagreement. These findings are also supported by Diehl (2007),
who found that business alumni were among the highest engaged monetarily with the
institution. The importance of academic major was also noted by Grill (1988) when
examining the relationship of academic program and alumni monetary engagement. Alumni
in higher earning industries (Business and STEM) gave at higher rates than alumni in possibly
lower earning fields (Social Sciences and Humanities).
Using social identity theory, alumni from higher earning academic programs may
perceive a higher social identity due to the experiences at the institution. Using social identity
theory, Education and Fine Arts alumni may perceive the impact they can make on the
institution to be worthy of their monetary and non-monetary engagement, respectively.
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Education and Fine Arts alumni may want to share their experiences with other students to
encourage those students to stay passionate about their fields. These findings provide
encouragement for academic-based alumni programming in order to strengthen affinity
amongst alumni groups.

Connection between Non-Monetary Engagement and Monetary Engagement

Alumni who demonstrated higher levels of non-monetary engagement were more
likely to demonstrate higher levels of monetary engagement. There was a significant,
moderate relationship between alumni non-monetary engagement and alumni monetary
engagement. In other words, alumni non-monetary engagement was a predictor of alumni
monetary engagement. Alumni that demonstrate higher levels of non-monetary engagement
may be more likely to demonstrate a higher level of monetary engagement.
As undergraduate students, 98.3% of the sample were identified as being involved
students. Since this institution was a small, private institution, the student body may have
more exposure to and opportunities for student involvement. Because of this, there might
have been a culture of involvement with the institution that may have contributed to
subsequent alumni engagement. For instance, 71.2% of alumni demonstrated medium, high,
or very high levels of non-monetary engagement and 50% of alumni demonstrated some level
of monetary engagement. This culture of involvement and engagement is important to
consider because these relationships may not be the same at a larger institution.
The moderate correlation between non-monetary engagement and monetary engagement is
consistent with Gaier (2005), Levine (2009), Parsons and Wethington (1996), Sun, Hoffman,
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and Grady (2007), Weerts and Ronca (2007a), and Weerts and Ronca (2007b) studies which
indicated that alumni non-monetary engagement provided a positive indicator of alumni
monetary engagement. The finding from this study further supports a call for resource
allocation to alumni relations programs to focus on non-monetary engagement. Ultimately,
non-monetary engagement programs can increase financial support from alumni.

Social Identity and Alumni Engagement

Social identity may influence alumni monetary and non-monetary engagement. These
findings indicate that alumni are experiencing benefits to their social identity (Tajfel, 1974;
Tajfel & Turner, 1985) and demonstrating that motivation through various engagement
opportunities. Tajfel and Turner (1974) outlined four consequences of social identification as
outlined in Chapter two. This research supports consequence one and consequent four in
further expanding this theory to include behaviors that demonstrate student involvement and
alumni engagement.
Consequence one: “It can be assumed that an individual will tend to remain a member
of a group and seek membership of new groups if these groups have some contribution to
make to the positive aspects of his social identity” (Tajfel, 1974, p. 69). The results of this
research allow for interpretation of this consequence to align with communication of
successes within the university to alumni. As explained, alumni will maintain engagement if
they believe that their engagement has a positive impact. Through communicating the
successes and engaging alumni with current students, alumni will see and understand the
positive impact that their engagement has. The positive impact extends beyond the value of
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the monetary engagement. There is positive impact in student success due to mentoring,
networking, classroom speakers, and being a positive influence and role model for students.
Consequence four: “No group lives alone – all groups in society live in the midst of
other groups” (Tajfel, 1974, p. 69). It is important to develop an engagement strategy that
encompasses various populations and diversity of experiences. As shown through this
research, considering different levels of involvement or individual characteristics, alumni
relations and development professionals can increase engagement. Since no group lives
alone, it is important to consider the broad experiences of the alumni population in order to
increase outreach to a larger population of alumni which may yield greater success. Those
experiences don’t just include experiences as students. Alumni who are disassociated may be
doing so because they develop a stronger attachment or membership to additional
organizations that they believe are more deserving of their engagement.
As demonstrated through this research, alumni relations professionals need to continue
to provide new experiences for alumni to re-establish or maintain the benefits of their social
identity. These new and continued experiences include positively impacting current students
through giving and volunteerism. New and continuing experiences also include event
offerings and communicating successes of the institution. Colleges and universities need to
understand that their alumni are identifying as members of multiple organizations.
Institutions are being challenged to compete with multiple organizations for alumni time,
talent, and treasure.
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Implications

This study has theoretical implications and practical implications. The results of this
study help to guide the profession and study of alumni relations to better understand the
influences of positive alumni engagement.

Theoretical implications

Theoretical implications of the study include implications on social identity theory, the
development of an engagement model, and the development of a validated measurement tool
for alumni engagement.

Social Identity Theory

This research has implications on social identification theory. The results of this study
provide an opportunity to further extend the use of this theory to include additional behaviors
or indicators of student involvement, as well as the extension of the theory to subsequent
alumni non-monetary engagement. Tajfel (1974) and Tajfel and Turner (1985) discussed the
motivations of individuals in maintaining membership with organizations. This study
provides context for behaviors that may influence those motivations. The results of this study
also provide a look at gender differences, given that Mael and Ashforth (1992) focused on an
all-male institution. Social identity theory relies on alumni considering the value of their
engagement prior to demonstrating that higher level of engagement. Social identity theory
places high levels of importance on the individual aligning themselves with the fate of the
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organization. Through this research, alumni demonstrate this alignment through investing
their time, talent, and treasures through non-monetary and monetary engagement.

Engagement Model

The results of this study yield a model for better understanding the relationship
between student involvement and subsequent alumni engagement. This model can be used by
academics and practitioners to understand the relationship between the two, as well as the
relationship between non-monetary engagement and monetary engagement in private, not for
profit, higher education. The results and recommendations provided in this study are not
meant as the only ways in which professionals should engage alumni. These results and
recommendations are meant to contribute to the experiences that alumni relations
professionals have based on the work done with their alumni populations. Since no alumni
population is exactly like another, it is important to use this research as a model for broad
strategy development rather than conclusive evidence of specific predicted relationships.

Measurement Tool

Through this research, a tool that scores and measures alumni engagement was further
developed and tested for efficiency and effectiveness. This measurement tool may be used by
other colleges and universities to effectively measure their alumni engagement. Throughout
the results and recommendations that are offered, one practice is consistent. Without a way to
measure engagement, the task of increasing engagement gets exponentially more difficult. It
is important for alumni relations professionals to establish measurement benchmarks so that
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plans can be strategic for engaging alumni. The tool that is used in this study to score and
code involvement and engagement is an example of how to measure progress amongst
professionals in the advancement field.

Practical Implications

Practical implications of the study include a comprehensive definition of alumni
engagement, stronger collaboration amongst campus partners, and additional usage of data.

Defining Alumni Engagement

As previously stated, there is not currently an industry-wide definition of alumni
engagement. Institutions develop their own definition, primarily when reporting alumni
participation. Through this research, a better understanding of the ways that communications
involvement, event attendance, and volunteerism impacts alumni monetary engagement is
proven. Alumni engagement should not be exclusive to monetary engagement or nonmonetary engagement behaviors. Instead, alumni engagement should encompass that is used
by advancement professionals to achieve their goal of increasing support of the institution.
Through this research, it is evident that communications, events, and volunteerism are a major
component in the success of monetary engagement strategies. The tested definition can help
to provide alumni relations professionals with information to better inform their strategy.
Utilizing an industry-wide definition will provide a widely used set of criteria in order to
conduct additional research studies for alumni engagement. The industry-wide definition will
also provide a common framework for best practices and benchmarking activities at various

103
institutions. This study helps to draw the positive correlation between undergraduate student
involvement and alumni non-monetary engagement with alumni monetary engagement which
further supports a call for resource allocation in order to increase alumni monetary
engagement.

Stronger Collaboration

There is a need for greater collaboration between student services and alumni
relations, as shown through the impact that student involvement and non-monetary
engagement has on monetary engagement. The results of this research provide evidence for
clear support between the two units. This long-term success may result in greater success for
student services through internships, mentoring partnerships, organizational volunteers. The
collaboration may result in larger gifts to the institution for scholarships or endowments. The
relationship between alumni relations and student services will increase affinity and positive
student experience that students have when they graduate. Through strategic programming
for students, this experience can be enhanced and carried through for alumni. As explained in
the recommendations, a strong collaboration provides benefits for each unit.
These results are exciting because it allows student affairs and alumni relations
professionals with the evidence for social organizations at the undergraduate level, including
fraternity and sorority life, multicultural student unions, and multicultural student service
programming. Countless hours for planning, implementation, and advising student
organizations focused on multicultural outreach is not only necessary to aid in transitions but
also beneficial when considering the impact that programming may have after the student
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graduates. Experiences inside of the classroom are important because they provide a
foundation of knowledge that can encourage the student to stay the course in their academic
discipline with a goal of working in their ideal career field. Those experiences can translate
into academic related student organizations which show an increase in the likelihood of
alumni monetary engagement for those segmented populations.

Resources for Non-Monetary Engagement

Higher education is currently experiencing challenges in balancing operational
expenses with the need for greater student aid. Unfortunately, when institutions experience
financial difficulties, it can be relatively quick-minded to reduce budgets for programs that do
not result in immediate revenue generation. In light of these results, colleges and universities
should examine the priorities for non-monetary engagement, especially for recent alumni.
These priorities can align with long term strategies for financial success. The strength of the
relationship suggests that resources should be provided in order to increase alumni nonmonetary engagement which may provide a significant benefit for monetary engagement. Of
course these decisions are not easy. The purpose of this research is to explain the benefits that
result from a culture of student involvement and higher levels of alumni non-monetary
engagement. These needs can be balanced through collaboration amongst campus partners
and alignment of strategies and goals.
There is a significant relationship between non-monetary engagement and monetary
engagement amongst alumni. This relationship can be explained by alumni being conditioned
to giving back (through non-monetary engagement and monetary engagement). In order to
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further increase the success of alumni giving, alumni need to be conditioned to give earlier,
which can be accomplished through successful non-monetary engagement strategies. As
shown in Table 5, not all alumni that engage through non-monetary strategies also engage
through monetary strategies. It is important for alumni relations and advancement staff
members to understand ways to convert these alumni to donors.

Data Usage

The data that were analyzed, if not already available, may be easily tracked through
the maintenance of collected information. Despite the existence or ease in obtaining, the data
often go uncollected and underutilized once collected. The results of this study provide for a
greater utilization of already existing data to maximize success and further programming for
alumni engagement. Despite the study conducted by Sun et al. (2007) concluding that
ongoing management of data did not correlate with an increase in alumni giving, the existence
of data provides a way for alumni relations professions to segment populations or to assess the
success of programming, depending on the data that exists. As evidenced by the results of
this study, the existence of the necessary data by the participant institution provided an
increase in alumni monetary and non-monetary engagement. Without data, an organization
would be unable to determine any relationships between behaviors and unable to target
specific affinities for engagement.
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Recommendations

This research provides context for professionals in higher education working with
alumni. Recommendations can be made from the results of this research for alumni relations,
development, and student affairs.

Alumni Relations

Understanding the connection between undergraduate student involvement and alumni
engagement can provide guidance to alumni relations and development offices. Alumni
relations professionals may not have fundraising responsibilities. It is common for alumni
relations professionals to consider themselves, or be considered, “friend-raisers” because the
belief is that alumni who attend events, volunteer, or stay connected, are more likely to give.
This research validates this belief and provides reassurance to the value of alumni relations
and non-monetary engagement programming. The research also provides a lens in which
alumni relations professionals can view the influence that the student experience has on
subsequent alumni engagement, from communications involvement to alumni gifts. The work
of alumni relations professions is important because these offices, as shown through this
research, can cultivate alumni into a pattern of long-term engagement.
This research provides insight for certain recommendations to alumni relations
professionals. First and foremost, start engaging alumni early, even as students. The greater
exposure the students have with alumni, the greater potential for that student to identify with
the experiences of that alumnus/a will foster affinity when that student transitions into alumni
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status, continuing the cycle and creating a culture of engagement. For current alumni, it is
recommended to provide many opportunities for various persons to be engaged. While this
doesn’t mean implementing programs without resources for success, it indicates the need for
diverse programming, reaching alumni affinity for student involvement, regional, academic
programs, milestones, or multicultural engagement opportunities.
It is important for alumni relations professionals to step out of the mold that restricts
them to only non-monetary engagement programming. As engaged alumni populations
mature, it is important for those professionals to contribute to the culture of philanthropy that
may exist in reaching out to engaged alumni for financial support. Considering the well
established relationships that are developed through mature non-monetary engagement
programs, alumni relations professionals can be a significant resource in contributing to the
financial support being raised form alumni.

Development

Development professionals have an exciting responsibility on campus. Tasked with
increasing financial support for scholarships, academic programs, co-curricular programs, or
unrestricted funding opportunities, development professionals have a toolbox of resources
available when soliciting financial contributions from alumni. Whether the outreach is being
conducted personally or through larger outreach initiatives, it is important that the message be
consistent. Due to the significant relationship between non-monetary engagement and
monetary engagement, development professionals should be collaborating with alumni
relations professionals.
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Given the relationship between non-monetary engagement has on monetary
engagement, it is recommended that development professionals and alumni relations
professionals collaborate on both monetary and non-monetary program offerings. This
partnership will allow for strategic engagement opportunities for alumni. With a strong
collaboration, the opportunity to develop a culture of philanthropy is more likely.
Development professionals should start their efforts early. Since highly involved students are
more likely to demonstrate monetary engagement, development professionals should begin
reaching out to students while they are on campus. As demonstrated through the relationship
between graduation recency and alumni engagement, unengaged alumni run the risk of
staying unengaged, whereas highly engaged alumni have a greater likelihood of maintaining
active engagement, both monetary and non-monetary. This can be done through student gift
programs and proper education on the value of alumni gifts and the ways in which alumni
support current students.

Student Affairs

Student affairs professionals are tasked with the development of college students
through extracurricular experiences. Tasked with getting students involved while they are
students on campus, the impact of this dedication and outreach expands well beyond the time
students are enrolled. As shown through this research, high levels of student involvement
have a significant influence on subsequent alumni monetary and non-monetary engagement.
Not only does this impact rest on the shoulders of current student affairs professionals, this
responsibility should be shared with alumni relations and development professionals in
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helping to bridge the gap with student affairs. Student affairs professionals know their student
body. Alumni relations and development professionals understand the alumni culture.
Collaborating amongst these offices can strengthen the opportunities available to not only
students, but alumni.
Student affairs professionals can share in the success of their programming long after
the student graduate while alumni relations and development professionals can begin learning
about their future constituents early in order to understand the experiences and how those
experiences can translate into engagement opportunities. Student affairs professionals should
stay involved after those students graduate. Connect with alumni relations and development
professionals to provide information on involved students, experiences that may influence
receptivity to engagement opportunities, or simply to connect with those students. Alumni
enjoy seeing friendly faces and connecting with those that influenced their experiences.

Limitations and Delimitations
Limitations

Limitations may exist in regard to the population that is studied. In this study,
limitations regarding the availability of data and availability of engagement opportunities may
exist.

Availability of Data

The types of involvement and engagement referenced in this study are all tracked in
existing databases at the participant institution. The same behavior indicators may not be
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tracked at all institutions which may limit the same analysis being conducted with other
institutions consistent with this study. In this case, this would result in additional data-mining
for the necessary data at an institution. The investment of time in identifying and maintaining
this information can have a positive result for the institution.

Available Engagement Opportunities

Indicators of involvement and engagement may vary from institution to institution, as
previously discussed. The methods used to code the indicators in this study may need to be
altered or enhanced depending on the existence of these or other indications of involvement or
engagement. Institutions wishing to apply this methodology to their existing data may need to
be aware of any varying engagement opportunities. Likewise, institutions should recognize
that the engagement opportunities discussed in this research may not align with current
strategies at all colleges or universities.

Generalizability

The institution used for this study may not be representative of institutions not
included in this study. The results, while helpful for understanding the influence of student
involvement on alumni engagement, may not be directly applicable to non-participant
institutions. Institutions wanting to apply the results of this study to their alumni population
may need to be aware that the relationship between student involvement and alumni
engagement may vary at their institution.
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Delimitations

Certain decisions have been made by me regarding this study, including; institutional
selection, demographics of study sample, and the years in which participants graduated from
the institution.

Institution Selection

Priority was given to a private institution due to the variables and resource availability
at public institutions. Because the research reports on a specific institution, consumers of the
results should be careful from drawing definitive correlations to any other institutions.
Recommendations are made regarding the results and the impact on the practice of alumni
relations at the participant institution, but readers of this study are cautioned that results may
vary at other institutions due to the participant institution profile.

Traditional-Aged Undergraduate Alumni

This research considered only traditional-aged undergraduate alumni. Non-traditionalaged undergraduate and graduate alumni are less likely to have participated in student
involvement which may have skewed results. The purpose of this research is to identify
effective strategies for increasing alumni engagement based on student involvement among
recent graduates.
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Young Alumni

This research seeks to identify the relationship between student involvement and
alumni engagement to provide recommendations for advancement and alumni relations
professionals in maximizing the success of programs. This young alumni population may
have the most common experiences as other young alumni and graduating seniors. The
experiences of the entire alumni population may not be common enough to yield effective
generalizations through research in this manner. Data may also be most complete for the last
10 years which would enhance the credibility of the results.

Future Research

Analysis of Generations of Alumni

Future research can be done to determine the impact of certain milestones on alumni
engagement (i.e., 5-year reunion, 25-year reunion, etc.). This research demonstrated the
relationship amongst only young alumni. Further research has the opportunity to investigate
the relationship that anniversary milestones may have on alumni engagement. Age may be a
factor in alumni engagement and can be determined by future research.

Analysis of Other Institutions

As discussed in this study, this research focuses on one private institution. The results
of this study can be tested through further analysis with additional institutions, located in

113
different regions, both public and private. The results of these additional studies can seek to
further enhance the model for alumni engagement that was developed through this study.

Relationship Between Social Media Involvement and Alumni Engagement

Due to the resources needed to track social media involvement with colleges and
universities, this study has not included any social media involvement as an indication of
alumni engagement. This use of research to investigate the relationship social media
engagement has is currently lacking in alumni relations. Further research can explore the
relationship between various forms of social media and alumni engagement in order to
provide an understanding for communications professionals within institutional advancement.

Influence of Various Student Involvement Types

This study looked at the relationship between undergraduate student involvements
collectively. Further research should explore the impact of segmented student involvement
types (i.e., Registered Student Organization Involvement, Honors Awards, and Intercollegiate
Athletics) individually and alumni engagement in order to determine if one or more of the
student involvement types has a stronger influence on alumni engagement.

Non-Profit Organizations

Colleges and universities often operate as non-profit organizations. While the
challenges facing colleges and universities are not specific to this field, further research
should investigate the extension of this study to non-profit organizations outside of higher
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education. Non-profit organizations engage constituents in similar ways to higher education
institutions. The lack of an easily-identified constituent base makes further research regarding
the correlation between non-monetary and monetary engagement even more important for
non-profit organizations.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this research is significant due to the increasing challenges of colleges
and universities to balance operational expenses with an increase for greater student aid. To
provide this balance, it is important to increase the financial contributions of alumni.
Although significant, it is also significant to focus on student involvement and alumni nonmonetary engagement which serve as significant predictors of alumni monetary engagement.
Increasing this engagement can provide greater opportunities for current and future students.
A comprehensive understanding of both student involvement and alumni engagement is not
necessary to collaborate amongst units in order to reach a common goal of continued student
success and continued strength of the college or university.

REFERENCES
Astin, A. W. (1984). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher education.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 25(4), 297–308.
Barr, M. J., & McClellan, G. S. (2011). Budgets and financial management in higher
education. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Briechle, P. (2003). Does institutional type affect alumnae donating patterns in the United
States. The CASE International Journal of Educational Advancement, 4(1), 19-29.
Brittingham, B. E., & Pezzullo, T. R. (1990). The campus green: Fundraising in higher
education. ASHE- ERIC Higher Education Report no.1. Washington, DC: George
Washington University Press.
Bruggink, T. H., & Siddiqui, K. (1995). An econometric model of alumni giving: A case
study for liberal arts colleges. The American Economist, 39(2), 53-60.
Conley, A. T. (1999). Student organization membership and alumni giving at a public,
research I university. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Indiana University,
Bloomington, IN.
Council for Aid in Education. (2003). 2002 voluntary support of education. New York, NY:
Author.
Council for the Advancement and Support of Education. (n.d.). Fundraising fundamentals.
Retrieved from http://www.case.org/Publications_and_Products/Fundraising_
Fundamentals_Intro.html
Council for the Advancement and Support of Education. (2009, January). Advance work:
Millennial motivations. Currents. Retrieved from http://www.case.org/Publications_
and_Products/2009/January_2009/Advance_Work_Millennial_Motivations.html
Creswell, J. W. (2013). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods
approaches (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Crotty, M (1998) The foundations of social research: Meaning and perspective in the
research process. London, England: Sage.

116
Curti, M., & Nash, R. (1965). Philanthropy in the shaping of American higher education.
New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.
Cutlip, S. (1965). Fundraising in the United States, its role in America’s philanthropy. New
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.
Diehl, A. G. (2007). The relationship between alumni giving and receipt of institutional
scholarships among undergraduate students at a public, land-grant institution.
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Pennsylvania State University, State College.
Donohue, T. L., & Wong, E. H. (1997). Achievement motivation and college satisfaction in
traditional and nontraditional students. Education, 118(2), 237-242.
Drezner, N. (2011a). The influence of philanthropy in American higher education.
Philanthropy and Fundraising in American Higher Education, 37(2), 17-26.
Drezner, N. (2011b). Who gives? Philanthropy and Fundraising in American Higher
Education, 37(2), 71-75.
Dugan, K., Mullin, C. H., & Siegfried, J. J. (2000). Undergraduate financial aid and
subsequent giving behavior. Williams Project on the Economics of Higher Education
DP-57. Williamstown, MA: Department of Economics, Williams College.
Dvorak, T., & Toubman, S. R. (2012). Are women more generous than men? Evidence from
alumni donations. Eastern Economic Journal, 39(1), 121-131.
Edmonson, L. (2011). Explaining the alumni relationship and giving tendencies of
multigeneration alumni legacy families at Marquette University. College of
Professional Studies Professional Projects. Paper 39
Feitler-Karchin, B., & Wallace-Schutzman, F. (1982). Campus to career: Bridging the gap.
Journal of College Placement, 43(1), 56-91.
Field, A. (2013). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics: And sex and drugs and
rock 'n' roll. Los Angeles, CA: Sage.
Fischer, K., & Stripling, J. (2014). An era of neglect: How public colleges were crowded out,
beaten up, and failed to fight back. Chronicle of Higher Education. Retrieved from
http://chronicle.com/article/An-Era-of-Neglect/145045/
Fleming, K. K., Bader, G., & Pesco, I. (2006, April). Cultivating young sprouts. Currents.
Retrieved from http://www.case.org/Publications_and_Products/2006/April_2006/
Cultivating_Young_Sprouts.html

117
Fogg, P. (2008). How colleges use alumni to recruit students. Chronicle of Higher Education,
54(34), B13.
Foubert, J., & Grainger, L. (2006). Effects of involvement in clubs and organizations on the
psychosocial development of first-year and senior college students. NASPA Journal,
43(1), 166-182.
Gaier, S. (2005). Alumni satisfaction with their undergraduate academic experience and the
impact on alumni giving and participation. International Journal of Educational
Advancement, 5(4), 279-288.
Grill, A. J. (1988). An analysis of the relationships of selected variables to financial support
provided by alumni of a public university. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). The
Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA.
Hermes, J. (2008, April 25). Colleges create Facebook-style social networks to reach alumni.
The Chronicle of Higher Education. Retrieved from http://chronicle.com/article/
Colleges-Create-Facebook-Style/17388
Holland, B. A. 2001. Toward a definition and characterization of the engaged campus: Six
cases. Metropolitan Universities: An International Forum 12(3), 20-29.
Holmes, J. (2009). Prestige, charitable deductions, and other determinants of alumni giving:
Evidence from a highly selective liberal arts college. Economics of Education Review
28(1),18‐28.
Holmes, J. A., Meditz, J. A., & Sommers, P. M. (2008). Athletics and alumni giving:
Evidence from a highly selected liberal arts college. Journal of Sports Economics,
9(5), 538-552.
Hueston, F. R. (1992), Predicting alumni giving: A donor analysis test. Fundraising
Management, 23(5), 19-22.
Kelderman, E. (2012, October 2). Public colleges pledge to raise number of graduates, and
seek help in doing so. Chronicle of Higher Education. Retrieved from http://chronicle.
com/article/ Public-Colleges-Pledge-to/134812/
Kretovics, M. A. (2011). Business practices in higher education: A guide for today’s
administrators. New York, NY: Routledge Taylor & Francis Group.
Laguilles, J. (2008, November). Exploring the donating behavior of young alumni. Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the Association for the Study of Higher Education,
Jacksonville, FL.

118
Leslie, L. L., & Ramey, G. (1988). Donor behavior and voluntary support for higher
education institutions. Journal of Higher Education, 59(2), 115-132.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1981689
Levine, W. (2009). Communications and alumni relations: What is the correlation between an
institution's communications vehicles and alumni annual giving? International Journal
of Educational Advancement, 8(3), 176-197. doi: 10.1057/ijea.2009.2
Lindahl, W. E., & Winship, C. (1992). Predictive models for annual fundraising and major
gift fundraising. Nonprofit Management Leadership, 3(1), 43-64.
Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: A partial test of the
reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 13(2), 103-123.
Markoff, R. M. (1978). An analysis of the relationship of alumni giving and participation in
voluntary organizations: A case study. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). The
University of Toledo, Toledo, OH.
Masterson, K. (2010). Appeals to college loyalty are not enough to engage younger alumni.
Chronicle of Higher Education. Retrieved from http://www.chronicle.com/article/
Appeals-to-College-Loyalty-Are/66319/
McCoy, B. (2003). The senior year: A study of transition, liminality, and students'
perspectives of their final year as undergraduates. (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). University of Massachusetts Amherst, Amherst, MA.
McDearmon, J. T. (2012). Hail to thee, our alma mater: Alumni role identity and the
relationship to institutional support behaviors. Research in Higher Education, 54(3),
283-302.
McDearmon, J. T., & Shirley, K. (2009). Characteristics and institutional factors related to
young alumni donors and non-donors. International Journal of Educational
Advancement, 9(2), 83-95.
Monks, J. (2003). Patterns of giving to one’s alma mater among young graduates from
selective institutions. Economics of Education Review, 22(2), 121-130.
Moore, J. (2008). Predicting collegiate philanthropy: Student engagement as a correlate of
young alumni giving. Journal of the Indiana University Student Personnel
Association, 39-55.
Morrill, A. T., (1945). A primer of alumni work: A review. Journal of Higher Education,
16(7), 395.

119
Myers, T. A. (2011). Goodbye, listwise deletion: Presenting hotdeck imputation as an easy
and effective tool for handling missing data. Communication Methods and Measures,
5(4), 297-310.
Okunade, A. A. (1996). Graduate school alumni donations to academic funds: Micro-data
evidence. American Journal of Economics and Sociology, 55(2), 213-229.
Okunade, A. A., Wunnava, P. V., & Walsh, R. Jr. (1994). Charitable giving of alumni:
Microdata evidence from a large public university. American Journal of Economics
and Sociology, 53(1), 73-84.
Pace, C. R. (1979). Measuring outcomes of college: Fifty years of findings and
recommendations for the future. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Parsons, P., & Wethington, D. (1996). Fund-raising appeals to alumni: Two experiments.
Journalism & Mass Communications Educator, 51(1), 44.
Penner, L. A. (2002). Dispositional and organizational influences on sustained volunteerism:
An interactionist perspective. Journal of Social Issues, 58(3), 447-467.
Perez-Pena, R. (2012, February 23). U.S. bachelor degree rate passes milestone. The New
York Times. Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/24/education/censusfinds-bachelors-degrees-at-record-level.html?_r=0
Pickett, W. L. (1986). Fund-raising effectiveness and donor motivation. In A. W. Rowland
(Ed.), Handbook of institutional advancement (2nd ed., pp. 231-239). San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.
Posner, B. (2009). A longitudinal study examining changes in students' leadership
behavior. Journal of College Student Development, 50(5), 551-563.
Radcliffe, S. (2011). A study of alumni engagement and its relationship to giving behaviors.
(Unpublished master's thesis). Bucknell University, Lewisburg, PA.
Rodriguez, V.D. (2007). The senior year experience at Texas A&M University: Graduating
seniors make meaning of their undergraduate education. (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). Texas A&M University, College Station, TX.
Rudolph, F. (1990). The American college and university. Athens, GA: University of Georgia
Press.
Rusbult, C. E. (1980). Commitment and satisfaction in romantic associations: A test of the
investment model. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 16(2), 172–186.

120
Ryan, A. B. (2006) Post-positivist approaches to research. In M. Antonesa (Author)
Researching and writing your thesis: A guide for postgraduate students (pp. 12-26).
Maynooth, Ireland: Maynooth Adult and Community Education.
Sailor, R. W. (1944). A primer of alumni work: Handbook series #7. New Brunswick, NJ:
Transaction.
Shaw, S.C., & Taylor, M. A. (1995), Reinventing fundraising. Realizing the potential of
women's philanthropy. San Francisco, CAP: Jossey-Bass.
Stuart, M., Lido, C., Morgan, J., Solomon, L., & May, S. (2011). The impact of engagement
with extracurricular activities on the student experience and graduate outcomes for
widening participation populations. Active Learning in Higher Education, 12(3), 203215.
Sun, X., Hoffman, S. C., & Grady, M. L. (2007). A multivariate causal model of alumni
giving: Implications for alumni fundraisers. International Journal of Educational
Advancement, 7(4), 307-332.
Tajfel, H. (1974). Social identity and intergroup behavior. Social Sciences Information, 13(2),
65-93.
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1985) The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S.
Worchel & W. G. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations (2nd ed., pp. 724). Chicago, IL: Nelson-Hall.
Taylor, A. L., & Martin, J. C. (1995). Characteristics of alumni donors and nondonors at a
research I public university. Research in Higher Education, 36(3), 283-302.
Thelin, J. R. (2011). A history of American higher education. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins
University Press.
Tsao, J. C., & Coll, G. (2005) To give or not to give: Factors determining alumni intent to
make donations as a PR outcome. Journalism & Mass Communication Educator,
59(4), 381-392.
United States Census Bureau. (2012). Educational attainment in the United States: 2012detailed tables. Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/education/data/
cps/2012/tables.html
Volkwein, J. F. (2010). Assessing alumni outcomes. New Directions for Institutional
Research, 2010(S1), 125-139. doi: 10.1002/ir.335
Vroom, V. H. (1964), Work and Motivation. New York, NY: Wiley.

121
Weerts, D. J., & Ronca, J. M. (2007a). Characteristics of alumni donors who volunteer at their
alma mater. Research in Higher Education, 49(3), 274-292. Doi: 10/1007/s11162-0079077-0
Weerts, D. J., & Ronca, J. M. (2007b). Profiles of supportive alumni: Donors, volunteers, and
those who “do it all”. International Journal of Educational Advancement, 7(1), 20-34.
Weerts, D. J., Cabrera, A. F., & Sanford, T. (2010). Beyond giving: Political advocacy and
volunteer behaviors of public university alumni. Research in Higher Education, 51(4),
346-365. doi: 10.1007/s1162-009-9158-3
Willemain, T. R., Goyal, A., Van Deven, M., & Thukral, I. S. (1994). Alumni giving: The
influences of reunion, class, and year. Research in Higher Education, 35(5), 609-629.
Wunnava, P. V., & Lauze, M. A. (2001). Alumni giving at a small liberal arts college:
Evidence from consistent and occasional donors. Economics of Education Review,
20(6), 533-543.

APPENDIX A
SCORING OF STUDENT INVOLVEMENT

123
Table 17 shows the scoring of student involvement and justification for scoring
student involvement. The scores for student involvement were developed based on the review
of the research and tested using a pilot study conducted in the spring of 2015 with an
institution similar to the suggested participant institution type. Based on the research,
academic honors and awards may have a similar effect on college satisfaction as student
involvement. Consistent with the research, students that perform well in college are likely to
have a high level of satisfaction with the institution, similar to belonging to an intercollegiate
athletics team or membership in a registered student organization. The total score for student
involvement is a sum of each of the behaviors types.

Table 17
Scoring of Student Involvement
Student Involvement
Belonged to __ number of Intercollegiate
Athletics Teams Joined
0
1
2+
Belonged to __ number of Registered Student
Organizations
0
1
2
3+
Number of Academic Honors and Awards
received at graduation
0
1
2+

Point Value

0
1
2

0
1
2
3

0
1
2

APPENDIX B
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The scores for alumni engagement were developed in May 2013 by Reggie Bustinza
and me in order to improve the quality of data at the institution we were employed. To
develop the weighted values, we asked division staff to provide names of constituents that
would be personally considered (by the staff member) to be highly engaged, somewhat
engaged, and not engaged. Once we received those names, we tested the values and redistributed the scoring model to the staff members in the division. This process was
continuously re-tested until all staff members were in agreement regarding the value system.
The scoring was then tested on the entire alumni population and evaluated by Reggie
Bustinza, me, and our senior division leadership. Tables 18 and 19 align with the information
provided by the participant institution. Due to a pending copyright for this system, the values
and behaviors have been removed. Please contact Dr. Joseph Volin at volin.joe@gmail.com
for this information.
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Table 18
Scoring of Alumni Engagement Indicators – Non-Monetary Engagement
Category

Indicator

Events a

Events attended within 0-12 months
Events attended within 13-24 months
Events attended within 25-36 months

Communications b

Ability to receive emails
Business Information on Record
Valid Mailing Address
Valid Email Address
Valid Phone Number

Volunteer c

Interest in Volunteering
Active Affinity Group Membership
Affinity Group Executive Committee Membership
Alumni Association Board Member
Committee Chair
Board of Trustees Member
Classroom Volunteer
Career Services Volunteer
Organization Volunteer
Recruitment Volunteer
Event Volunteer
Other, Short Term Volunteer
Other, Long Term Volunteer

Point Value
4 pts. Each
2 pts. Each
1 pt. Each
2 pts.
2 pts.
2 pts.
2 pts.
2 pts.
5 pts.
3 pts.
5 pts.
5 pts.
2 pts.
10 pts.
5 pts.
3 pts.
7 pts.
3 pts.
3 pts.
3 pts.
7 pts.

Notes: a Weighted scores for event attendance are based on the number of events attended each 12 month period.
Decay exists for each year past the 0-12 months and is no longer considered after 36 months. b Weighted scores
for communications are based on active engagement through electronic communication, existence of certain
communications data, and an ability to be contacted. c Weighted scores for volunteer engagement is based on the
time commitment required for each type of volunteer opportunity. Commitments requiring more time are
weighed with greater value.
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Table 19
Scoring of Alumni Engagement Indicators –Monetary Engagement
Category
Giving

Indicator
Give within 0-12 months
Give within 13-24 months
Give within 25-36 months
Gift $1,000 and above (within 0-12 months)
Gift $1,000 and above (within 13-24 months)
Consecutive Years Giving (maximum 10 years)

Point Value
10
5

2
5
2

2
(per year)

Note: Weighted scores for giving are differentiated between gifts that are made through registration at events
and gifts outright. The differentiation is made because constituents will also receive a point value for attendance
at the events.
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Subject: Institutional Participants Needed for Doctoral Research Study
Dear CASE Community,
My name is Joe Volin and I am currently a student at Northern Illinois University in the
Doctor of Education in Adult & Higher Education program. Very soon, I will be entering the
dissertation phase of my program with my research focusing on the relationship between
student involvement and subsequent alumni engagement.
My intent is to conduct this quantitative study with three private institutions and I'm hoping
that you and your institution would be interested in participating. If interested, I am happy to
have a conversation to discuss my research and the information that I would need in order to
conduct the study. I will have received approval from the Institutional Review Board at
Northern Illinois University before commencing the coding and analysis of the data.
I have prepared a confidentiality agreement for this study that guarantees confidentiality of
data, in addition to no personal identifying information being needed for the study. Only
pseudonyms will be used in the final research to protect the participant institutions. Once
completed, I am happy to present the results of the analysis to you, your team, and any
stakeholders that you identify.
Please let me know if you have any interest in learning more about my dissertation or in
having your university involved. I look forward to hearing from you!
Joe Volin
Volin.joe@gmail.com
(773) 620-0675
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Institution Descriptive Information
-

How does your institution define alumni (Number of Credits vs. Degree Received?)
What database is used to track?

Demographic
Unique Identifier (to ensure no duplicate values)
Age
Gender
Major
‘Class Of’ Year
Zip Code
Race/Ethnicity
Student Involvement
Student involvement
-

Graduation Academic Honors and Awards Received
Registered Student Organization Involvement
Intercollegiate Athletics Team membership (if any)

Events
FY 13 Events Attended (either number or list)
FY 14 Events Attended (either number or list)
FY 15 Events Attended (either number or list)
Communications
Communications (either yes OR no OR the information – data will be confidential)
-

Valid Address?
Valid Email?
Valid Phone?
Valid Business?

Volunteer
Volunteer
-

Board Member
Board of Trustees
Committee Chairs (if available)
Non-Board Volunteers
o Classroom
o Career Services
o Organization
o Recruitment
o Event
o Other Long Term
o Other Short Term
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Giving
-

FY 15 Receipt Amount of Giving
FY 14 Receipt Amount of Giving
FY 13 Receipt Amount of Giving
FY 12 Receipt Amount of Giving
FY 11 Receipt Amount of Giving
FY 10 Receipt Amount of Giving
FY 9 Receipt Amount of Giving
FY 8 Receipt Amount of Giving
FY 7 Receipt Amount of Giving
FY 6 Receipt Amount of Giving
Planned Gift Status

APPENDIX E
DEGREE CODING VALUES OF STUDENT INVOLVEMENT AND ALUMNI
ENGAGEMENT
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Table 20 provides the correspondence of student involvement, alumni monetary
engagement, and alumni non-monetary engagement and justification point values into levels.
Once the student involvement and alumni monetary and non-monetary engagement point
values were calculated, they were categorized into levels as shown in Table 3.2. These levels
represent the degree of engagement as shown in Table 3.1 and Table 3.2.

Table 20
Correspondence of Student Involvement and Alumni Engagement Point Values to
Associated Levels
Level

None
Low
Medium
High
Very High

Coding
(points)

Student
Involvement
(points)

0
1
2
3
4

0
1
2
3
4+

Alumni
Monetary
Engagement
(points)
0
1 to 5
6 to 12
13 to 19
20+

Alumni
Non-Monetary
Engagement
(points)
0 to 4
5 to 8
9 to 11
12 to 19
20 +
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CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT
Title of Research Project:
Participating Institution:
As the principal investigator in this research project I understand that I may have access
to confidential information about study sites and participants. By signing this statement, I am
indicating my understanding of my responsibilities to maintain confidentiality and agree to the
following:


I understand that names and any other identifying information about study sites and
participants are completely confidential.



I agree not to divulge, publish, or otherwise make known to unauthorized persons or to
the public any information obtained in the course of this research project that could
identify the persons who participated in the study (not including participating
institutions).



I understand that all information about study sites or participants obtained or accessed
by me in the course of my work is confidential. I agree not to divulge or otherwise make
known to unauthorized persons any of this information, unless specifically authorized
to do so by approved protocol or by the institutional contact person acting in response
to applicable law or court order, or public health or clinical need.



I agree to notify the institutional contact person immediately should I become aware of
an actual breach of confidentiality or a situation which could potentially result in a
breach, whether this is on my part or on the part of another person.

______________________________

________________ _____________________

Signature

Date

______________________________

________________ _____________________

Signature of Institution Contact

Date

Printed name

Printed name

